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PREFACE 
Land is more than just a geogr aphic area or real estate. It i s made 
up of a complex of individual resources: air, soil, mineral s , water, 
plants, and animals. Land i s a living organism. Therefore, any 
change in the natural environment will affect all the resources. We 
often cannot avoid doing things which bring about some adverse 
effects. But we can guard against practices that are too intens ive 
or that are done carelessly or even unnecessarily. 
iii 
Soil Conservation Society of America 
(California Departme nt of Conservation, 
197lb , p. 1) 
Item: 1961, Hawaii passed the first state l and use law, which provides 
for state management of land by broad categorical di stricts . Many other s tates 
have followed in the wake of Hawaii in the last decade , to include two of Utah's 
neighbors. California and Col or ado, inhe ritors of the same type of r ecr eational 
subdivision problems as Utah, recently passed strict subdivis i on control regu-
lation s in addition to land use c ontrol act s (Rubino and Wagner, 1972). 
Ite m: 1962-72, development of recreational subdivi s i ons in Utah included, 
according to developers, 62 ,71 6 lots and 238,004 acres , 50 percent of the sub-
divis ions having no supply of water. 
Item : 5 February 1970, a federal injunction was i ssued to stop the 
Farme r s Home Administration from granting a loan t o a Texas recreation 
association wanting to build a golf course on state park land. National En-
vironmental Poli cy Act of 1969 was basis for the judge's decision (Clay, 1970) . 
iv 
Item: 3 March 1970, construction of an interstate highway through a 
scenic and historic section of New Hampshire's White Mountain Forest was 
disapproved. Secretary of Transportation based his decision on the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Clay, 1970). 
Item: 25 February 1971, City of Palo Alto, California found that no 
matter what reasonable residential density they were to develop their fragile 
foothills, cost of providing community services would be greater than benefits 
of additional tax revenues by such an amount that the city could more economi-
cally purchase the 4, 600 acres outright and create a regional park and land bank. 
Alternatives were put before the electorate (Livingston and Blayney, 1971). 
Item: March 1973, Utah Legislature defeated a Utah Land Use Bill, 
Cotmty and Mur>icipal Pl anning and Zoning Bill, and County and Municipal Sub-
divisions Bill. Bills had same general provisions for land use planning, control, 
and management as California and Colorado acts. Utah State Senator Ferry re-
marked, "We can't ram a land use policy down anyone's throat. Developers had 
no input on this idea and if we passed the original bill they'd take us to court 
over it." (The Herald Journal, 7 March 1973, p. 3) 
It is unlikely that long-term benefits accrue from disdain of natural 
process; it is quite certain and provable that substantial costs DO 
result from this disdain. Finally, in general, any benefits that do 
occur--usually economic--tend to accrue to the private sector, 
while remedies and long-range costs are usually the responsibility 
of the public domain. 
Ian L. McHarg 
(California Department of Conservation, 
1971b, p. :J) 
v 
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ABSTRACT 
Economics of Land Use Planning--Utah 
Recreational Subdivisions, 1962-72 
by 
Donald William (Sandy) Mac Pherson, Master of Science 
Utah State University, 197 4 
Major Professor: Dr. Darwin B. Nielsen 
Department: Agricultural Economics 
xix 
Economic and environmental inventory and evaluation were made of Utah 
recreational subdivisions filed with the state from 1962 through 1972. Major 
data were collected from standard subdivision questionnaires, filed by de -
velopers with Utah Real Estate Division, Department of Business Regulation. 
Study included 62,716 lots, 238,004 acres, and a value, in terms of developers' 
projected gross sales, of $211, 836, 550 in 1972 dollars. 
Description of Utah recreational urbanization included: community 
services such as water supply and sanitation, drainage and flooding, fire pro-
tection, roads, and schools; developer sales inducements, improvement costs, 
and selling costs; subdivision layout characteristics, locations, magnitude, 
value, and buildout rates; and lot owner improvements. Data included docu-
mentation of subdivisions by year , by county , and by county and year, in terms 
of number of subdivisions, number of lots, number of acres, average s ize in 
acres, average price per acre, and total value. Number of lots in each county 
XX 
was compared with c ounty populations, populations changes, households, and 
household changes. Development locations were documented on a state map 
using composite computer mapping techniques. 
Developer questionnaires revealed economic and environmental impacts 
of recreational urbanization. Economic impact study included property tax 
assessments and revenues, state filing fee s and administrative costs, and pro-
jected demand on community services. Environmental impact di scussed in-
cluded soil erosion, sedimentation, and preemption of public land use. 
Locational analysis was made with respect to natural environment: national 
forests, parks, monuments, and recreational areas. Political, s ocial, and 
cultural impacts were also discussed. 
Special problems of long term leases of state Gchool lnnds to recre-
ational subdividers was studied. A case study in Iron County documented 
subsidization of California and Nevada ownership of Southern Utah mountain 
property through differential assess ment. 
Effects of existing tax and fee control techniques upon recreational 
development were identified and assessed. Examination was made of state and 
local laws and regulations and their enforcement as they relate to development 
impacts on state and local economi eo and natural environments, with compari-
son of Utah with California and Colorado. 
Theory of environmental economics was applied to land use planning, 
control, and management. Economic alternatives to alleviating problems of 
recreational urbanization were presented, with special attention to problems 
of: speculation; demand on community services; tax inequities, negative 
economic and environmental impacts; an internalizing, for the public sector, 
external costs of private development. Composite computer mapping was 
illustrated as a land use planning tool in solving "fit" between human settle-
ments and the natural environment. 
Highlights of this study are available in two publications: 
Workman, J ohn P., Donald w. Mac Pherson, Darwin B. Nielsen, and James J, 
Kennedy. 1973. A taxpayer's problem--recreational subdivisions in 
Utah . The Environment and Man Program, Utah State University, 
Logan, Utah. 24 p. 
Workman, John P., Donald w. Mac Pherson, Darwin B. Nielsen, and James 
J. Kennedy. 1973. Recreational development--county bane or boost? 
Utah Science 34(4) :124-127. December 1973. 
(282 pages) 
PART I 
THE PROBLEM 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Background of the Problem 
Utah, a state of great natural beauty and geographical center of the 
Western United States , has virtually become a land rent, 1 a residual economic 
2 
surplus, for developers of recreational subdivisions . The state's abundance of 
natural resources, varied climate and geographical environment, and location, 
has allowed owners of Utah lands to capture an unearned increment, or windfall 
gain. Utah lands are an irreplaceable state and national resource, yet Utah has 
no land usc plan. 
Nearly equidistant from the Pacific Coast and Missouri Valley, and 
between the Canadian and Mexican borders, lies the State of Utah (Figure 1). 
As approximate geographic center of the West, all areas of Utah are within one 
day's drive from Los Angeles, San Francisco, Phoenix, and Denver. Bureau 
of Economic and Business Research (BEER), University of Utah, has defined 
three major physical regions represented in the state's 54 million acres: middle 
ltoeky Mountains, Great Basin, and Colorado Plateau. Nine national forests, 
1Barlowe (1972, p. 156-8) defines land rent as "the economie return that 
accrues or should accrue to land for its use in production," where economic 
return is "net return," defined as "the net surplus of total value product above 
the operator's total factor costs, which should be credited to the fixed factor. " 
Broader concept of land rent is economic return to land and improvements, and 
is used in this study. "Economic rent" is defined as "the surplus of income 
above the minimum supply price it takes to bring a factor into production." 
Figure 1. State of Utah map, showing national forests, parks, monuments, and 
recreation areas (BEBR, 1970, p. r~u~ 
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five national parks, eight national monuments, and two national recreation 
areas are within Utah's borders (Figure 1). The recreational opportunities are 
four-seasonal, and the region has become nationally recognized for its unique 
outdoor amenities (BEBR), 1970). 
With all of the natural attractiveness of prime recreational lands in Utah, 
it is not surprising that these lands are being subdivided (more than 63,000 lots 
since 1962). Proximity of growing metropolitan areas, especially Los Angeles 
and Las Vegas, has resulted in increased demand for recreational-second-
homesites. Yet much of the subdivision activity is speculative. 
Most Utah counties are characteristic of the rural, depressed econo-
mies of the United States: low real income; lack of employment and job training 
opportunities; inadequ~ate tax base; migration of its population to arban areas; 
and decline, relative to urban areas, of community services and facilities. In 
view of their economic and social problems, many counties have become 
tourist-based economies . Economic opportunity has been equated with subdivi-
sion development. Resultant effect has been a new land boom created in Utah. 
Attraction and proximity of Utah's natural resources, affluence and mobility 
of urban dwellers, and need for economic impetus by rural counties, has en-
couraged development of recrcation:.d suiJdivisions. Hural areas arc IJeing 
developed by major vorporations, local businessmen, and ranvhers. 
Environmental and economic problems alike have been created by rural 
subdivisions. According to Taylor (1971), too many of the recreational sub-
dividers create a paradox: they either convert open lands to a use that is 
5 
non-use, developing promotional subdivisions that s tand as speculative invest-
ments, or they turn mountains, valleys, fore s t s, and deserts into di s turbed 
watersheds which prior to development provided timber, grazing , wildlife, 
agricultural, and r ecreational resources. Economic progress for rural coun-
ties can be rever sed when demand on community ser vices reaches a point where 
increased costs are greater than increased r evenues . Planning commissions 
cannot cope with all e nvironmental and economic ramifications inherent in 
widespread development of such magnitude (over 10,500 lots in Iron County, 
for example). Diseconomies persist; land developers do not pay all of their 
marginal cost s. Marginal revenues need to be equated to marginal costs for 
environ mental quality. 
In his st a te of the Unicm message before the 92!1d Congress , Pr.esirlent 
·Nixon announced that he will "· •. propose programs to make better use of our 
l and, and to encourage a balanced national growth--growth that will revitalize 
our r ural heartl and and enhance the quality of life throughout America." (Urban 
Land Institute, 1971, p. 2) Included within the same goal, the President outlined 
proposals to restore and enhance the environment and extensive programs to 
expand our nation' s parks, recreation areas, and open spaces. 
The President's message points out at l east two major problems this 
nation i s facing today. First is the revitalization of rural, depressed economies, 
and second is restoration and preservation of the e nvironme nt. Both problems 
are , of course, closely linked with a third one that i s closer to the vast majority 
of American people: urban s prawl. Moreover, President Nixon' s goals for our 
nation, as defined, make obvious the classical conflict between economic 
growth and the environment. Can the nation really realize both goals simul-
taneously? 
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In 1961, Hawaii passed the first state land use act. California, Colo-
rado, Maine, Oregon, Vermont, and other states have followed Hawaii's 
example (RuBino and Wagner, 1972). First session of Utah's 1973 Legislature 
failed to pass three land use bills: a "Utah Land Use" Bill ; a bill designed to 
regulate subdivisions; and a bill requiring planning and zoning ordinances from 
local governments. All three bills were similar to those passed in California 
and Colorado in 1971 and 1972, respectively. 
Protection of the values of a state's land resource, both public and pri-
vate, .from misuse, a!!d regulations to ensure orderly developm<mt, are the 
responsibility of the government. First, governments and the public must be 
made aware of the importance and severity of issues. "When problems are 
defined and workable solutions are proposed, the public will demand that the 
Legislature enact sensible laws to which local government and business will 
respond." (C alifornia Department of Conservation, 197lb, p. 1) 
Purpose and Scope of the Study 
Land use planning in the United States is as much hampered by lack of 
economic data as it is hampered by l ack of natural resource data. Newspaper , 
magazine, televis ion, and radio reports indicate that environmental quality 
issues concerning increasing numbers of rural subdivisions have been widely 
dis cussed in Utah. Economists and environmentali s ts alike would probably ag ree 
that legislative and administrative action a t the state level will be required if 
further degrading of the environment is to be prevented. A plan is obviously 
needed, but an economic inventory is a prerequisite to realistic planning. 
California Department of Conservation (CDC) completed a report entitled 
"Environmental Impact of Urbanization on the Foothill and Mountainous Lands 
of California November 1971." Their study concentrated on such environmental 
impacts as loss of vegetation, excessive erosion, water pollution, loss of fish 
and wildlife, and flood damage. However, every environmental impact has a 
matching economic impact; external diseconomies warp the allocation of pro-
ductive resources (Rose, 1970). Federal, state, and local governments have 
been burdened with clisameni.ties becau.st> developers do not pay thE'.ir marginal 
costs: fir e protection, flood control, road maintenance, water supplies, ad-
ministration and regulation, to name only a few. Individual taxpayers are final 
incidences of externalities, while developers capture land rents. Hence, en-
vironmental and economic impact become one and the same, although inventoried 
and evaluated in separate accounts. 
Objectives 
The objectives of this study, borrowed in part from California's study, 
were as follows: 
(1) To identify, a s ses s , and quantify the economic and environmental 
impact of r ecreational subdivis ions in Utah, 1962-72. 
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(2) To increase public awareness of economic and environmental conse-
quences of urbanization of Utah's land resource through documentation of facts . 
(3) To identify and assess tax and fee control techniques which s tate and 
local governments employ to regulate rural s ubdivisions. 
(4) To identify and assess state and local laws and regulations and their 
enforcement as they relate to development impacts on state and local economies 
and on the environment. 
(5) To examine special problems of long term leases of state school 
lands to recreational s ubdividers. 
(6) To illustrate economic alternatives to alleviating problems of recre-
ational urbanization, with special attention to problems of speculation, demand 
on community serviceD, tax inequities, and internalizing external costs. 
(7) To illustrate composite computer mapping as a land use planning tool 
in solving the "fit" between human settlements and the environment. 
(8) To make recommendations which would minimize detrimental im-
pacts of recreational urbanization. 
Scope of the study 
Major study area was limited to all subdivisions located outside Utah 
incorporated municipalities and registered with utah Real Estate Division 
(URED), Department of Business Regulation, 1962-72. This register includes 
most, if not all, Utah recreational subdivisions registered with the state, and 
includes few, if any primary residential (first home) s ubdivisions . Stansbury 
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Park (Tooele County) and Bloomington (Washington County) developments are 
large and encompass retirement home, residential, and recreational purposes. 
Other subdivisions are smaller and more strictly recreation-second home. 
Majority of residential subdivisions were easily excluded because of registra-
tion with their respective incorporated municipalities rather than with URED. 
Main focus of this study was to determine the impact of r ecreational 
urbanization on the econo my of state and local government, and to present 
economic alternatives. Economic impact was documented in terms of tax base, 
administration expense, and demand on community services, including inade-
quate provision of services such as roads, fire protection, schools, etc. En-
vironmental impact was documented only in general terms: damage to water -
sheds, soil erosion and sedimentation, threat of fire, lack of sewer and drai.nrtge 
facilitie s , abuse of water supplies, l ocation with respect to fragile natural 
resources, e tc. Finally, present practice s, charges , payments, regulations, 
and enforce ment at all levels of government were analyzed. This analysis pro-
vided a base for making positive recommendations to prevent or minimize 
detrimental impacts, both economic and environmental, of recreational urban-
ization (CDC, 197lb) . 
Description of the Study Area 
Most Utah recreational subdivision activity is located in or near areas 
of natural resource importance: high mountain meadows; canyon l ands, ski 
mountains, lakes , rivers, and streams; wildlife habitat; archeological and 
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geological sites; and spectacular scenery. Therefore, a strong potential for 
investment as well as recreational use exists. others are located in recrea-
tional areas with few amenities for living, such as sagebrush desert. Many are 
located within or adjacent to national forest boundaries. One special area was 
selected for detailed property tax analysis: an under-assessed mountain ski 
resort in Iron County, within national forest boundaries. A second special area 
was selected for examination of long term leases of state school lands to de-
velopers: a mountain subdivision and small ski area in Beaver County, also 
within national forest boundaries. 
Utah is characteristic of the checker-board pattern of land ownership, 
with representations of private, state, and federal lands (Figure 2). High land 
rents accrue to private (or leased public) lands in such patterns, much in the 
same way that federal grazing permits are capitalized into ranch values. Six-
teen percent of Utah land is national forests and parks, 42 percent is Bureau of 
Land Management, . 02 percent is State Fish and Game and State Park and Recre-
ation, 7 percent is State school lands, and 26 percent is private (Table 1). 
Topography ranges from high, rugged mountains and plateaus in the eastern 
portion of Utah, to broad, flat desert-like lowlands in the western part (BEBR, 
1970). Influential factors which determine environmental impacts include soil 
and topography classifications. As is the case in California (CDC, 1971b), most 
recreational urbanization is in areas severely or very severely erodible--foothill 
and mountainous lands. 
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Table 1. Federal, state, and private ownership of Utah Ianda 
Ownership 
National Forests 
National Park Service 
Bureau of Land Management 
Indian 
Department of Defense 
Other 
Total federal owned 
State 
Fish and Game 
Park and Recreation 
School lands 
Other 
Total state owned 
Private 
Total private owned 
Total 
Federal 
State 
Private 
Total Utah land 
Public recreational land 
National Forests 
National Park Service 
Bureau of Land Management 
State Fish and Game 
State Park and Recreation 
Total 
aBEBR (1970, p. VI-II). 
binaccuracies due to rounding . 
Acres 
8,013,650 
780,464 
22,828,247 
2,250,583 
1,874,489 
54 467 
35,801,900 
880 
14,410 
3,586,625 
482,473 
4,084,388 
14,231,906 
35,801,900 
4,084,388 
14,231,906 
54, 118' 194 
8,013,650 
780,464 
22,828,247 
880 
14 410 
31,637,651 
Percent of Utah landb 
14.80% 
1. 44% 
42. 18% 
4.15% 
3. 46% 
____,!Q% 
66.13% 
.OO% 
0 02% 
6. 62% 
____,_m 
7. 53% 
26.29% 
66.15% 
7.54% 
26.29% 
99.99% 
58.46% 
CHAPTER ll 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
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A study of economics of land use planning encompasses disciplines other 
than economics. For this reason, literature review is categorized by general 
subject matter. 
Land Use Planning, Control. and Management 
American Society of Planning Officials (ASPO) and the Urban Land Insti-
tue (ULI) are probably the foremost clearing houses of up-to-date information on 
land use. Their memberships include professional planners, public agencies, 
firms, <!Orpcnations, universities, and associations interested in development 
of the American land resource. ASPO's "Land-Use Controls Quarterly," 
"Land-Use Controls Annual," and other publications document worldwide trends, 
ranging from local zoning ordinances to national land use policy acts. In addi-
tion, ASPO and ULI conduct research of their own in matters of land use 
planning, control, and management. 
Operating under a 3-year grant from The Rockefeller Foundation, The 
Environment and Man Program (EMP), Utah State University, has published 
several land use planning studies. Proceedings from their 1971-72 land use 
planning colloquim (EMP, 1973), included principles and practices of land use 
planning, as well as strategies and applications. EMP published Berg, Drage, 
and Shaw's (1973) "The Heber Valley Story," which is a natural resource 
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inventory and evaluation study of a Utah community faced with impact problems 
of future development. EMP's "Workbook in Land Use Planning, " Germanow, 
Grimsley, and Shaw (1973), emphasized community goals through citizen par-
ticipation, and development of natural resource inventory. Also, the authors 
presented legal framework for Utah land use. States with land use acts have 
published land use implementations relating to provisions of their respective 
laws . An example is Colorado Land Use Commission's "A Handbook on Senate 
Bill 3511 (CLUC, 1972). 
"The State's Role in Land Resource Management" was investigated by 
RuBino and Wagner (1972). Authors presented several aspects of state land use 
control and management: tools and techniques, innovative use of police power, 
211d new legislation. Conclusion was that a state's answer tc land use control 
lies somewhere within a combination of federal-state-regional-local effort. 
Most land use control publications (ASPO, ULI, EMP, and others) favor 
greater control at all l evels of government, but Siegan (1970) presented a case 
for removing public land use controls. His study of Houston, Texas, which has 
had no zoning ordinances, concluded that proper land development can result 
through a combination of three methods: (1) normal economic forces in the mar-
ket place; (2) legal agreements between private parties; (3) specific ordinances, 
not to inc! ude zoning. 
Economic and Environmental Impact 
Livingston and Blayney ( 1971), city and regional planners, completed 
"Foothills Environmental Design Study--Open Space vs. Development" for 
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City of Palo Alto, California. Study has become a "classic" in land use plan-
ning, and included all ramifications and implications of proposed residential 
development in a fragile foothills areas: ecology; trafficways and transit; 
visual and recreation factors; geology and soils; hydrology; economic, social, 
and political factors; and planning and market factors. "Open Space vs. 
Development" has become a significant study because the planners' original 
orientation was pro-development (their problem was what density of develop-
ment), but they recommended against development. Of 22 different development 
patterns studied, none yielded a positive net cash flow to the city. Cost of com-
munity services exceeded revenues from taxes by such a degree that it became 
more economical for the city to buy the 4, 600 acres outright and create a 
regional park and land bank. Cash flow to school districts was consistently 
negative. 
"Environmental Impact of Urbanization on the Foothill and Mountainous 
Lands of California/November 1971" was completed by California Department 
of Conservation (CDC). Much of the urbanization problem in California foothills 
and mountains has been recreational subdivisions. Main focus of CDC's study 
was to determine the impact of urbanization on soil mantle and vegetative cover. 
Economic impacts were not discussed, but CDC's study was presented to the 
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state legis lature and gave impetus to passage of new laws . Environmental 
impacts were well documented in striking photographs. CDC concluded that 
s ubdivision development damages include "the degradation of water quality and 
loss of fish and wildlife, and r eservoir capacity." (P· 66) 
Gilmore and Walsh (1971) made an economic impact study of recreation 
land subdivisions in two southern Colorado counties. Provision of community 
services and their burden on public and private sectors, supply and demand for 
recr eational subdivisions, public revenues and benefits, and methods of control 
were presented . Authors concluded, "While there obviously exists a demand 
for thi s type of land, the amenities of Colorado that make it so attractive could 
easily be damaged by a too rapid development and natural and economic re-
so'-lrces could be depleted at an undesir·able rate." (P· 22-23) More prudent 
s tate and local government action was called for. 
In a study of impact of Southern Utah recreational subdivisions upon water 
quality, DeVore (1971) discussed water and sewage aspects of improper develop-
ment. Al so, he documented how de velopers are escaping state laws or intent 
of laws. 
Public Awareness 
Conse rvation groups, like the Sierra Club, Wilderness Society, and 
Friends of the Earth, have published articles concerning public agencies', 
governments', and developers' lack of concern for detrimental environmental 
impact r esulting from recreational s ubdivisions. In "Subdividing the Wilderness ," 
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Taylor (1971) discussed environmental, economic , social, and political problems 
caused by recreational, rural urbanization in California. Taylor documented 
case studies of California counties with development problems. 
Environmental Economics 
Mills (1966), Rose (1970), and Solow (1970) have written articles con-
cerning economics of environmental pollution control. Authors have demon-
strated how marginal revenue can be set to marginal cost for environmental 
quality. In comparing basic methods of pollution control, they have favored, in 
order of preference: (1) charges on pollute rs according to amount of pollution; 
(2) subsidies to polluters for pollution abatement ; (3) direct regulation or 
standards . Economic methods discussed are not implemented by public agencies, 
and are little known among environmentalists. Environmentalists favor mini-
mum quality standards but ignore economic reality: dollar costs of control are 
what society has to give up for environmental amenities. Mills, Rose, and 
Solow argue for least cost methods of environmental control and cleanup. 
Environmental Fit and Composite Computer Mapping 
Sharpe and Williams (1972) organized an interdisciplinary group and 
together designed a "community development computer model" which contained 
economic, social, and environmental factors for optimum location of a new 
Kentucky community of 80,000 within a 6. 5 million acre area. Rankings of 
impacts of urbanization upon the environment were made by natural scientists 
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for purpose of producing a computer mapping of a "fit" betwee n human settle-
ments and the natural environment, a fit expected to be legally defensible in 
court suits. 
Hachman, Bigler, and Weaver (1972) presented implementation of com-
posite computer mapping for the Four Corners Regional Commission (Utah, 
Colorado, New Mexico, and Arizona) . With storage of economic, social, and 
limited natural resource data for the entire region, their program is a planning 
tool for optimum location of commerce and industry. With few modifications, 
the program c"an be applied to planning for optimum location of any system, to 
include recreational subdivisions. 
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PART II 
THE FRAMEWORK AND METHODOLOGY 
CHAPTER III 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK1 
Input-Output Relationships Affecting Land Use 
Basic assumptions of economic analysis 
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Land economics, like most theoretical concepts, is founded on a number 
of basic assumptions. Perhaps the most important of these is the assumption 
that man is a rational and prudent individual and will behave in a manner which 
is both l ogical and reasonable. This i s to say that man will act so as to maxi-
mize profits, and resources then will tend to be allocated in such manner as to 
reflect prices. Man has knowledge of what to expect under given production 
techniques, prices, and cost situations. As well, he is aware of alternative 
opportunities. For example, a land developer would not invest in a project if 
s uch project would yield a net return of only x percent when bank interest could 
bring y percent, where y is greater than x. If a developer i s taxed on each lot 
he sells over a certain limit, and the first lot he sells over the limit can be sold 
for a high price such that additional revenue will be greater than additional cost, 
he will sell the lot, despite imposed taxation. In fact, he will continue to sell 
1This cursory treatment of an economic framework for land use planning 
is taken in part from Barlowe (1972, pp. 120-218). Outline generally follows 
Barlowe's, but the land developer examples are the author's, although some-
times but a modification of Barlowe's examples. 
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lots beyond the imposed limit until additional cost becomes equal to additional 
revenue. 
Concept of proportionality and use in managerial decisions 
Concept of proportionality involves the developer's decision in securing 
an optimum combination of his factors of production--land, labor, capital, and 
management. He will attempt to find the combination which will maximize his 
returns. Law of diminishing returns plus any limiting factors will strongly 
affect his development process. 
Law of diminishing returns. 
Man has long observed that whenever successive inputs of a 
productive factor are added to a limited fixed factor, a point is 
soon reached after which the additional or marginal output of 
product per unit of input decreases and eventually becomes a 
negative quantity. This principle is known as the law of diminish-
ing returns. (Barlowe, 1972, p. 125) 
This concept applied to land developers can best be illustrated by use of 
an example as shown in Table 2 and Figure 3. Fixed factor is a section of 
private land within a national forest. Sales force (labor) is the variable input 
(assumed homogeneous), and total output is measured by number of lots sold. 
Up to nine salesmen, the addition of each salesman results in an increase in 
number oflots sold (Table 2). As Figure 3 indicates, the development (produc-
tion) function involves three points of diminishing return: total, average, and 
marginal. Table 2 defines curves shown in Figure 3. 
Economic law of diminishing returns. Transformation from the pro-
ceeding physical example to an economic concept of diminishing returns can be 
achieved by assigning costs to each salesman and a market value or price to 
Table 2. lllustration of operation of physical law of diminishing returns for land developers, using physical 
product schedules 
Fixed factor Variable factor Total output Average output Marginal output 
(acres of land) (number of salesmen) (number of lots sold) (number of lots sold (increase in lots sold 
per salesman) per increase in 
salesmen) 
1,000 0 0 0 0 
1,000 1 20 20 20 
1,000 2 80 40 60 
1,000 3 180 60 100 
1,000 4 260 65 80 
1,000 5 320 64 60 
1,000 6 360 60 40 
1,000 7 385 55 25 
1,000 8 395 49 10 
1,000 9 400 44 5 
1,000 10 400 40 0 
1,000 11 390 35 -10 
------------------------------------------------------------
Total physical 
product 
(TPP) 
Average physical 
product 
(APP) 
Marginal physical 
product 
(MPP) 
"' 
"' 
23 
400 
300 
200 
100 
Number of salesmen (variable input) 
Figure 3. illustration of land development (production) function and input-output 
relationships involved in operation of physical law of diminishing 
returns. 
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each lot sold (Table 3). Developers will find it most profitable to hire the num-
ber of salesmen where marginal value product (MVP) equals cost of last sales-
man hired, or marginal factor cost (MFC). This is the point of diminishing 
economic returns. Anymore salesmen hired would add more to cost than to 
revenue and would decrease profit. Marginal cost (MC) has been equated to 
marginal revenue (MR); last dollar spent by land developer adds equal amounts 
to developer's total cost and total revenue. Fewer salesmen would also de-
crease profit. If a uniform cost (MFC) of $50,000 is assigned to each salesman 
(for training, overhead, salary, commissions, and expenses), Figure 4 shows 
that the optimum number of salesmen would be eight, where MFC (MC) is 
equated to MVP (MR). MVP is MPP (number of lots sold) times price of each 
lot sold ($5, 000). In Figure 4, area under the MFC curve at each input repre-
sents total cost for such input. Area under MVP curve at each input represents 
total value of the product for such input. Therefore, net return for developer 
is the difference in areas, the hatched area in Figure 4. 
Cost curve analysis. Foregoing analysis is commonly called factor 
market. Most developers would examine cost schedules in order to determine 
the most profitable point of operation, and net return at that point. Cost curve 
approach is commonly called product market analysis because output rather than 
input is placed on the x axis. Result is the same: optimum output is determined 
by equating MR to MC (Table 4 and Figure 5). Optimum net return is the area 
between the MC curve and the average cost (AC) curve at the optimum output, 
the hatched area in Figure 5. Again, eight salesmen is the optimum input, and 
Table 3. lllustration of operation of economic law of rli minishing returns for land developers, using value 
product schedules 
Variable factor 
(number of salesmen) 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
Uniform cost 
of each 
salesman 
$ 0 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
50,000 
Marginal factor 
cost 
(MFC) 
Value of average 
output at 
$5, 000 per lot 
$ 0 
100,000 
200,000 
300,000 
325,000 
320,000 
300,000 
275,000 
245,000 
220,000 
200,000 
175,000 
Average value 
product 
(AVP) 
Value of marginal 
output at 
$5, 000 per lot 
$ 0 
100,000 
300,000 
500,000 
400,000 
300,000 
200,000 
125,000 
50,000 
25,000 
0 
-50 ,000 
Marginal value 
product 
(MVP) 
Maximum profit 
input, where 
MFC equals MVP 
* 
"" 
"' 
5 
4 
3 
2 
Number of salesmen (variable input) 
[I] Net return to land, or land rent 
Figure 4. Use of value product curves to determine most profitable point of 
operation and net return to land at most profitable point . 
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Table 4. illustration of operation of economic law of diminishing returns for land developers, using cost schedules 
for determining maximum profit output and maximum profit 
Variable factor Total number Price of each Total value Total cost Average Marginal Net Maximum 
(number of of lots sold lot sold (P, of lots sold, of lots cost of cost of revenue profit output, 
salesmen) (TPP) MR, and AR) or total sold lots lots (NR) where 
revenue (TC) sold sold or profit MR equals 
(TVP or TR) (TC) (MC) (TR-TC) MC 
0 0 $5,000 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 
20 5,000 100,000 50,000 2,500 2, 500 50,000 
2 80 5,000 400,000 100,000 1,250 833 300,000 
3 180 5,000 900,000 150,000 833 500 750,000 
4 260 5,000 1,300,000 200,000 769 625 1,100,000 
5 320 5,000 1,600,000 250,000 781 833 1,350,000 
6 360 5,000 1,800,000 300,000 833 1,250 1,500,000 
7 380 5,000 1,900,000 350,000 921 2,500 1,550,000 
8 395 5,000 1,975,000 400,000 1,012 5,000 1,575,000 * 
9 400 5,000 2,000,000 450, 000 1,125 10,000 1,550,000 
10 400 5,000 2,000,000 500,000 1,250 1,500,000 
11 390 5,000 1,950,000 550,000 1,410 -5,000 1,400,000 
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MC 
Price equals MR equals AR 
I I I 395 1 
[[] 
I 
80 
I 
160 
I 
240 
Number of lots sold (output) 
Net return to land, or l and rent 
320 
Figure 5. Use of cost curves to determine most profitable point of operation 
and net return to land at most profitable point. 
I 
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395 lots is the corresponding optimum output. Last dollar spent adds one dol-
lar to total revenue. Table 4 defines cost curves shown in Figure 5. 
Cost curves are especially useful in examining effects on output and 
profit when additional costs are incurred, either fixed costs (FC) or variable 
costs (VC) . An additional FC, such as an increase in flat registration fees, 
will not cause a developer to decrease output (number of subdivisions and/or 
lots developed). Additional FC will affect AC and not MC because AC is FC 
plus variable cost (VC) and MC is change in total cost (VC) per unit of output. 
Therefore, developer's net return only will be affected by an additional FC 
(Figure 6). On the other hand, an additional VC, such as a tax on each lot 
developed, will increase MC and AC, and cause developers to decrease output 
with a reduction in net return if they are to maximize profit (Figure 7). 
Examples in Figures 6 and 7 assume developers as price takers (pure 
competition), where market price of lots equals MR and average revenue (AR) 
and is a horizontal market demand curve (D) for the firm. Of course some 
developers are at such a comparative advantage that they can set their own 
prices of lots sold, dependent on the market demand curve, or act as monopo-
listic competitors. But this does not alter the above theory. Figures R and 9 
demonstrate the effects of increased FC and VC, respectively, on a monopolistic 
developer . 
Cost curves also allow for economic analysis of developers of different 
size or scale. Developers adjust size and scale of operations to an optimum 
level at which they receive the highest possible net return. However, some 
Ul 
... 
Ul 
0 
u 
\ 
\ 
AC 
Number oflots sold (output) 
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Figure 7. Use of cost curves to determine effect of additional variable cost 
on level of optimum output and net return to land for land developer 
in pure competition . 
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Use of cost curves to determine effect of additional variable cost on 
optimum level of output and net return to land for land developer in 
monopoly situation. 
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developers are limited by management, availability and cost of land, capital, or 
other limiting inputs . Because of the differences in cost structure between a 
large and small scale developer, administration of additional FC or VC can 
prove drastically discriminatory in favor of large-scale developers . Figures 
10 and 11 demonstrate again effects of an increased FC and VC, respectively. 
In the example shown in Figure 10, additional FC is enough to move the small-
scale developer's AC curve above his price (D, MR, and AR) line. Total costs 
become greater than total revenues, and he is forced out of operation. On the 
other hand, the large-scale developer incurs the increase with a reduction in 
net revenue and no change in output. Increased VC in Figure 11 can be enough 
to also force the small-scale developer out of operation, while causing a reduc-
tion in the larger cievelopec's output as well as reduction in uet revenue. Large 
developer reduces development but still earns a net return and continues opera-
tion. An increase in VC smaller than shown in Figure 11 can be just enough to 
decrease the small developer's net revenue to a point where opportunity cost 
(what he could earn in bank interest with his capital, for example) becomes 
greater than net return; he is again forced from development. 
Opportunity cost. Cost to a land developer for any given operation is 
defined as value of the foregone alternative enterprise that resources used could 
have produced. Cost of resources to the developer is the value in the best 
possible alternative use. This doctrine is called alternative cost or opportunity 
cost (Leftwich, 1970) . For example, a rancher who has opportunity to invest 
ranch land in recreational subdivisions at an annual net return of 15 percent but 
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leaves land in agriculture at 3 percent, has an opportunity cost of 15 percent. 
Opportunity cost is not the difference in values of two alternatives, but the value 
of the best possible alternative. Opportunity cost can also exist for public land 
resources. Value of recreational use can be assigned as cost to national forest 
land which is leased for grazing, if the two uses are assumed competitive. 
Egui-marginal principle. Land developers have limited resources of 
land, labor, capital, and management. To attain maximum profit, they will 
shift to those enterprises that promise greatest net return, and will allocate 
resources between enterprises so as to maximize total returns. In such equal-
izing process, developers apply the equi-marginal principle . 
This principle asserts that maximum profit can be secured 
only when each input of land, capital, labor or management is 
used in such a way to add the most to total return and when the 
various resources used in any one enterprise produce a marginal 
value product at least equal to that which they could secure from 
their best alternative use. (Barlowe, 1972, p. 141) 
Figure 12 demonstrates allocation of developer's capital between three tracts 
of land with different marginal value product curves. He will allocate capital 
in such manner that marginal value product for each tract will be equal and total 
expenditure will not be greater than limited capital. Last dollar spent on each 
land tract adds the same amount to total revenue. 
Intensity of land use 
Intensity of development refers to relative amounts of labor, capital, and 
management combined with land. Intensive uses ·or land involve high ratios of 
inputs. Intensive margin is the point at which MC equals MR; inputs used just 
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Figure 12. illustration of application of the equi-marginal returns principle in the allocation of a developer's limited 
capital between three tracts of land with different marginal value product curves. <.:> 00 
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barely pay their cost, and the next unit added would add more cost than revenue. 
Figure 13 illustrates land development intensities on three different land tracts 
of differing development capacities. Intensive margin, where MR equals MC, is 
shown for each tract. However, tract A also demonstrates the extensive, or 
no-rent, margin of land development because a developer can no more than 
break even. Development capacity of tract A is called extensive because any 
land tract of lower development capacity would prove uneconomic; total cost 
would be greater than total revenue. 
Marginal and submargingal lands are those which fall at or below ex-
tensive margins, respectively. However, increasing land price conditions can 
result in development of marginal or submarginal lands, if land prices are 
rising more quickly than development costs. Figure 14 illustrates tl:tis effect 
for a single land tract. In 1960, price (P) of land is at a level where the tract 
is below the extensive margin and land is not developed. In 1965, price of land 
has risen to a level where intensive margin of development will yield a net 
return. Output (0) is optimum where MR equals MC (02). In 1970 , price of 
land has risen to a level where developer finds himself at the intensive margin 
with additional output as well as additional net revenue (hatched area in Figure 
14). Cost curves appear constant because land prices can increase relative to 
development costs. Land owners in 1960 can find development of sagebrush 
desert in Southern Utah economically unfeasible. But due to increased land 
prices in 1965, land owners can earn a net return (hatched area) by developing 
0 2 number of lots, shown in Figure 14. And in 1970, land prices have gone up 
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to a level where owners find it profitable to intensify development to 0 3 number 
of lots, with greater net return (hatched area), shown in Figure 14. 
Economic Returns to Land Resources 
Nature of land rent 
Land rent is the economic net return to land described in previous sec-
tions. Economic return that accrues or should accrue to developers for land 
development is land rent. 
Land rent is the key concept in land economic theory. It provides 
a theoretical base for explaining the value we place on land resources 
and much of the incentive we have for their ownership. It influences 
the allocation of land resources between individuals and between 
competing uses. It also has important effects upon leasing arrange-
ments, taxation policies, the economics of land development and 
conservation, and several other aspects of land-resource use. 
(Barlowe, 1972, p. 156) 
A narrower, natural concept of land rent is return to raw land. Broad and more 
common concept is return to land and its man-made improvements because most 
land has some man-made improvements. Broader concept of land rent is used 
in this study. 
Land rent as an economic surplus 
Land rent is treated as a residual economic surplus because it is that 
portion of total returns remaining after payment of total costs, as demonstrated 
earlier with both value product and cost curve analysis. Amount of land rent 
that accrues to land developers, for reason of land quality, location, or other 
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comparative advantage, always depends upon relationships between land price 
levels and development costs. 
Rent arising from quality. Cost curves can be used to explain differ-
ences in amounts of land rent that accrue to developers of different qualities 
of land. Although lots sold on different qualities of land can have equal market 
values, costs can be lower for better grades of land (lower cost of bulldozing 
fine soil compared to bulldozing boulders, for example). Figure 15 illustrates 
the effects differences in land quality can have upon land rents which accrue to 
developers, assuming equal land prices. On the other hand, different qualities 
of land can bring different market prices for lots sold, especially when natural 
endowment is a measure of quality . A high mountain meadow acre lot can 
receive a higher price than an acre of sagebrush desert. Figure 16 illustrates 
effects upon land rents due to price differences, assuming equal cost schedules. 
A combined analysis of differences in cost and differences in price (both a result 
of land quality differences) would produce greater land rent difference than those 
shown in Figures 15 and 16. 
Rent arising from location. Cost curve analysis can also be used to 
demonstrate higher land rents accruing to developments with locational ad-
vantage. A developed lot closer to a recreational amenity, such as Navajo Lake 
in Southern Utah, receives a higher price, hence a higher land rent, than a lot 
at greater distance (Figure 16). Barloe (1972) discusses rents arising from 
location in terms of transportation costs to the firm. In the case of land de-
velopers, cheaper transportation cost is capitalized into lot prices. Therefore, 
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Barlowe's rent model (Figure 17) is applicable to land developers, but market 
price is shown constant and transportation costs are shown variable. Bar-
lowe's model can be modified to a developer's and buyer's point of view, where 
transportation costs are capitalized, and market prices are variable. 
Land Resource Development Decisions 
Benefit-cost analysis 
Traditionally, benefit-cost analysis has been used to test economic ef-
ficiency in allocation of scarce natural resources. This method is perhaps 
most widely known for its usefulness to the federal government in determining 
economic feasibility of public investment in irrigation, hydroelectric power, 
navigation, recreation, forestation, land clearing, and other similar projects. 
A project is generally justified economically if benefits accruing exceed costs 
by an amount greater than alternative public investment opportunities. Further-
more, benefit-cost analysis can provide a forecase of future conditions, a 
foundation for cost allocation, and a schedule of repayment; it can be applied 
as a planning tool in both the short and long run. Notwithstanding ecological, 
sociological, political, or other goals which might alter a decision relative to 
results of benefit-cost analysis, the analysis still provides a method of attaining 
economic efficiency in public resource allocation inasmuch as economics re-
mains a criterion within the decision process. 
It assumes that (1) projects have economic value only to the 
extent that a need or desire exists for their services; ( 2) each 
project should be developed at that scale that provides the maximum 
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excess of benefits above cost; (3) every project or separable segment 
thereof should be developed at the least practicable cost commensurate 
with the over-all objectives of the project; and (4) the development 
priorities assigned to various projects should follow the order of their 
economic desirability. (Barlom,1972 , p. 208) 
Although benefit-cost analysis can provide a general economic yardstick 
for evaluating proposed land projects, it is an incomplete measure of overall 
desirability. Land use goals involve a complex mix, such that project evalua-
tion framework needs to encompass such needs as enhancing national economic 
development, environmental quality, social well being, and local and regional 
development (Barlowe, 1972). Shortcomings of benefit-cost analysis do not 
stem from the theory or model but from measurement of the variables . 
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CHAPTER IV 
METHODS AND PROCEDURE OF INVESTIGATION 
Highlights 
Information for this study was compiled by field investigations, public 
files search, interviews with federal, s tate , and l ocal agency officials, and 
interviews with professionals in other disciplines. Studies, reports, publica-
tions, and periodicals furnished other data and information, and private 
consultants were solicited for their input . Public files within URED furnished 
the major part of the data, which describes and quantifies Utah's recreational 
sttbd ivision activity. Proporty ta,x assess ments , property taxes, county budget.s, 
and subdivision plat information were received from county assessor, clerk, 
and recorder offices . Office of Utah State Attorney General s upplied court 
cas es resulting from recreational subdivisions . Developers and real estate 
firms and their brochures provided some price, location, layout, and planned 
facilities information. Agencies in other states were contacted and they for-
warded requested material. Data were syste matically consolidated by hand, 
and mathematical functions were performed with an electric calculator. Com-
puter programs were used only for locational analysis-composite computer 
mapping. 
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Utah Standard Subdivision Questionnaire 
Utah code requires subdivision developers to file with URED for a per-
mit. Developers are required to properly disclose toURED, and to the public, 
the required information as listed in "Standard Subdivision Questionnaire" 
(URED, 1972). Contents of the code and questionnaire are reproduced in Ap-
pendix A, and indication made as to what information was collected by the author 
for all subdivisions filed with URED in 1970-72 calendar years. Subdivisions 
located within major municipality boundaries are filed with the respective 
municipality and not with the state. Therefore, most, if not all, registered 
recreational subdivisions in Utah are filed with URED. Francis (1972) collected 
from URED files basic subdivision infor:natior. for calendar years 1962-71. 
Basic information included: subdivision name and location by county; developer's 
name and address; size, number, and price of lots; registration fee paid ; and 
water availability. Francis consolidated the data by county totals for the ten-
year period. 
In 1962 URED first required completion of the questionnaire. Detailed 
data were taken only for the years 1970-72 because: (1) these three years en-
compassed one half of the subdivision activity since 1962; (2) information was 
found to be more accurate in recent years; and (3) 1970 was selected as a 
benchmark for nationwide environmental awareness, due to passage of the 
National Environmental Policy Act in 1969. Detailed data included environ-
mental and economic impact within each county, in terms of drainage, water 
supply, fire protection, sanitation, streets and roads, schools, and school 
buses. 
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Data were systematically categorized by year and by county. Purpose 
of such categorization was to reveal development trends within counties as well 
as years, and to allow interested individuals and agencies, both public and pri-
vate, awareness of the extent of development within individual counties. 
Recreational development in Utah is often spoken of as being wide-spread, or 
extensive, or intensive, but has never before been completely documented. 
This study presents the needed documentation. 
Limitations 
Weighted averaging, based on number of lots or acres, was used when-
ever possible. However, developers many times gave ranges in lot prices, and 
when they did quote prices as average, it was not made clear if they meant 
weighted average. Questionnaires were not always complete, and estimates, 
based on weighted averages, were used. If more than one subdivision was 
registered in a particular year for a county, the weighted average for the county 
and year was used. If only one subdivision was registered, state weighted 
average for the year was used. Prices were updated by using Economic 
Research Service (1971 and 1972), u.s. Department of Agriculture price in-
dexes for Utah farm land, including improvements. A search did not yield a 
raw land price index, but most developments are located on land which was 
formerly in agricultural use, to include cropping, forestry, and grazing. Study 
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was not limited by sample size and resultant levels of significance or proba-
bility. No sample was taken; the entire population was used. Data were not 
available for only seven subdivisions initiated during eleven years covered. 
According to URED files, some counties had no report of s ubdivision activity. 
"No data available" was entered in the tables for these counties. 
Although extreme care was taken in recording and consolidating figures, 
it is necessary to emphasize their approximate nature. First, figures were 
taken from public files, but information was supplied by developers. Figures 
are as accurate as what developers report about their subdivisions. Second, 
there is such a high rate of development in utah that figures can be accurate 
only as of a particular time. Study covered beginning of 1962 to end of 1972 
calendar years. At least i1ine rr.o,·e subdivisions were registered in early 1973. 
Developers can split lots and add or decrease lots, acreage, and facilities. 
Third, some developers violate the law and fail to register with the state, ac-
cording to letters on file with URED. Fourth, there were small discrepancies 
between Francis' (1973) data and URED files due to changes by developers. 
Francis' data were used for basic information while current URED files were 
used for economic and environmental impact information. 
Establishment of number of subdivisions was a special problem. In this 
study a subdivision is defined as a separate filing with URED for purpose of 
initial registration, not updating. Many subdivisions have several units . Ten 
units filed separately by a single developer appear as ten separate subdivisions 
in the public record. Ten units filed at one time by a single developer are 
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consolidated as one subdivision in the public record. For this reason, greater 
emphasis should be placed on number of lots and acres in drawing any conclu-
sions. In the final analysis, be it economic or environmental, it is lots, acreage, 
location, people, and, as Ways (1970) put it, the enormous retinue of energy and 
material that accompanies people, which represents the real impact. 
All in all, figures are intentionally conservative. This study is meant 
to document only general trends in Utah recreational development. 
Utah Compared with Other States 
Utah regulation and control of recreational subdivisions were compared 
with other states by means of comparing codes, fees, taxes, and investigation 
procedures. Emphasis was placed on comparison with California and Colorado 
because of recent legislation and completed studies in those states and because 
the two neighboring states have inherited a recreational subdivision dilemma 
similar to the Utah case. Likewise, provisions for land use planning and 
management, in general, were compared. 
Assessment of Recreational Subdivisions 
Iron County, with far more subdivided lots than other Utah counties, 
became a pilot study for property assessment and ownership of recreational 
subdivisions. County records for one tonwship were inspected in detail. Records 
and plats provided: number of subdivisions; location; number, size, and road 
frontage of lots; ownership; market value; assessed value; property taxes; 
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and build out rate. Assessment was compared with average county assessment. 
Possible state, county, and community investment opportunities at a higher 
assessment were compared. 
Economic Feasibility of Leasing State School Lands 
to Recreational Developers 
Benefit-cost analysis was applied to development of state school lands 
in Beaver County, to include interrelationships between the development, 
county, state, and u.s. Forest Service. Unfortunately, development was not 
completed before Winter 1973 and complete data were not available. Notwith-
standing, state leasing fees were compared with possible county property tax 
revenues. Also, flow diagrams of economie; interrelationships are given in 
Appendix C. 
Economic Alternatives for Better Land Use Planning, 
Control and Management 
Recent years have produced numerous articles and publications concern-
ing environmental economics. All have dealt with well-known problems of water 
and air pollution but not with "land pollution." A survey of economic theory 
applied to water and air pollution problems presented a framework for applica-
tion of environmental economics to problems of land use, land use planning, 
and land use management. 
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Composite Computer Mapping 
Data inventories and mapping are essential to land use planning. Pur-
pose of inventory and mapping, to include natural resource, economic , social, 
and political factors, is recording of data ·so that they can be spatially compared. 
Factor maps overlaid on a base map has been the traditional approach. 
However, this method suffers from several major limitations: 
(1) the number of maps which may be superimposed is small; (2) 
it is not possible to weigh individual factor maps to indicate the 
relative importance of the factor in the location decision; and (3) 
there is no permanent record of the composite . (Hachman, 
Bigler, and Weaver, 1972, p. 1) 
Utah recreational subdivision locations, by longitude and latitude, were 
programmed into BEER's composite computer mapping (CCM) system for pur-
pose of determining the interface between development and factors such as 
agriculture, mountain and scenic canyon areas, recreation water, highways, 
and public lands . Ranking programs were used for demonstration purposes only, 
and method details are documented in Chapter VII and Appendix E. BEER's 
program was initially designed as an aid in commercial and industrial develop-
ment, not as a land use planning tool. Their program has storage of many 
physical, economic, and social factors for Utah. More data, such as soil 
erodibility, wildlife, and geological data, need be included for a complete land 
use tool. CCM was not used as a final analysis of land use planning for Utah 
recreational subdivisions because it was not within the scope of the study. Not-
withstanding, this study provides a base for detailed Utah environmental "fit" 
studies in the future. 
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For example, CCM within this study demonstrates the locational pat-
terns of recreational subdivisions in Utah: off the path of Interstate Highway 15 
and within or adjacent to several national forest boundaries. Initial computer 
printout is a map at a scale of roughly 18 miles to the inch, according to BEBR. 
The resolution level permits locating any particular recreational subdivision to 
a maximum possible error of less than 1. 5 miles. Finer resolution mapping 
is possible, and Utah Division of State Planning could do special purpose studies 
for small areas which have been identified through CCM in this study. 
PART III 
THE RESULTS 
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CHAPTER V 
REStn.TS AND DISCUSSION 
Description of Recreational Urbanization 
Provisions of California's study (CDC, 1971) are within the scope of the 
utah study, and California's study provides a useful base for documentation and 
discussion of results below. In many respects , both California and Colorado 
are years ahead of Utah, but more in terms of solutions than magnitude of the 
problem. 
Rural-urban development consists of subdivisions for recreation, 
second home, and retirement purposes. These subdivisions may be 
single or multi -purpose, depending on the existing and development 
amenities and the type of market for which the development is created. 
Rural mountain settings have many natural attributes. Among these 
are: pleasant and scenic surroundings, good climate, solitude, clean 
air, and other factors that provide an environment that is more attrac-
tive than the metropolitan urban conditions from which people wish to 
escape. 
Various features are developed and emphasized for different types 
of rural-urban development subdivisions. Typically, the developer of 
a recreation-type subdivision will construct facilities such as golf 
courses, reservoirs for boating, fishing, and swimming, riding stables, 
and club houses. Normally, the developer will operate the facilities 
until all of the lots are sold. 
The distance of a subdivision from major metropolitan center is an 
important factor for second home and recreation-type subdivisions . 
Retirement homesites are usually located close to small com-
munities where store, medical facilities, and other conveniences are 
available. 
Lots in rural-urban developments are often purchased as invest-
ments. (CDC, 1971, p. 11) 
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"Crack in the picture window" 
Keat's (1957) described urbanization practices as the "crack in the pic-
ture window:" 
The typical postwar development operator was a man who figured 
how many houses he could possibly cram into a piece of land and have 
the local zoning board hold still for it. Then he whistled up the bull 
dozers to knock down all the trees, bat the lumps off the terrain, and 
level the ensuing desolation. Then up went the houses, one after 
another, all alike • . . (Keats, 1957, p. 1) 
A search of URED files yielded several outstanding descriptions of what 
recreational developments should not be and are indicative of the casual attitude 
taken by some developers toward URED's toothless permit requirements. URED 
files contain numerous flagrant examples of poor planning, by counties as well 
as by developers. These and other comments may be seen by any citizen who 
desires to review the URED records. The following examples are not meant to 
be representative of recreational subdivisions in Utah, but several of the cases 
are, in themselves, acute enough to present serious problems ; they are just a 
small part of the crack in Utah's picture window. 
Wqter supply and sanitation. URED questions on water s uppl y and sani-
tation produced the following comments: "Dipping rights on spring;" "Water 
supply left to individual lot owners--subdivision is a dry subdivision which has 
been approved by Kane County;" "No sewers yet, septic tank and cesspool not 
checked." One developer, subdividing 230 lots on 1, 667 acres in Summit 
County, replied that his subdivision "incorporates the 'Dry Subdivision Theory."' 
When asked into what system his public sewer will be installed, another 
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developer replies, "septic tank." A developer in Box Elder County with 499 
lots on 20,509 acres replied to the question of health rules: "None applicable 
until a house lot subdivision or construction of residences is contemplated." 
A sense of humor as well as an expression of dissatisfaction with the review 
process was not lacking with the developer in Iron County who wrote : 
Lots to be sold only to constipated individuals until such times as the 
Board of Health will be satisfied with tests and allow the use of septic 
tanks at which time the individual lot owner will install a tank and 
distribution which will pass Board of Health standards at buyer's ex-
pense. Registered engineer required to make tests and they are slow. 
URED's account of potential health problems on 195 lots in Kane County 
produced the following comment: 
A letter from the Utah Division of Health dated July 25, 1972, states 
in part: "In your letter of July 20, 1972, you state that 'the land is hilly, 
rocky, with some tillable creek bottom land' and that •we have a spring 
which we may develop for one of two location points of use.' No other 
information has been received relating to the possibility of development 
or protection nor adequacy of the spring supply nor of safely disposing 
of wastes. Therefore, it cannot be assumed that these functions are 
possible without creation of health hazards." Developer also states that 
septic tanks may be installed, cost to be borne by lot purchaser. 
Drainage and flooding. On the question of drainage and flooding, one Box 
Elder permittee dismissed the problem with the following comment: "There is 
probably no area entirely free from possibility of flooding, but it has never been 
a problem in our area." Another was more to the point; when asked at whose 
expense drains or sewers were to be installed, he wrote, "None needed." Land 
did not seem subject to flooding for the developer with 1, 280 lots in Duchesne 
County, notwithstanding topography consisting "of two miles of creek bottom, 
rolling and rocky terrain." 
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Streets and roads. Streets and roads were similarly bypassed by many 
permittees. "County road is graveled and maintained by the Iron County Road 
Department," wrote one. "Streets within the tract are to be dedicated and 
accepted to public use and maintained by the Iron County Road Department when 
brought up to Iron County specifications." Another respondent wrote, "Sub-
divider does not intend to build new roads to serve the tracts"--402 lots on 4, 020 
acres in Box Elder County. 
Fire protection. Fire protection was wanting in the majority of subdivi-
sions, ranging from the cryptic answer, "water system" to "Hydrants located 
at key locations--no fire department." In many cases, developers were readily 
willing to place the burden of fire protection on others : "left up to the county;" 
"county, state fire warden, or individual Jot owners ;" and "Iron County Fire; 
Department has responded." 
Schools and school buses. Response to the questions on schools and 
school buses were equally meager. on·e questionnaire yielded the following ex-
change: "Is school bus available? No. Is it free? Yes." Another permittee 
offered the following reasoning: "There is a public school (four rooms) at 
Grouse Creek, Utah (a community of approximately seventy-five persons), 
which goes to the tenth grade. There is a free school bus service but as of now 
it does not extend to these properties. We are under the impression it could be 
extended if there were sufficient demand." 
Sales inducements. Developers were not slack in their responses to 
sales inducements : "Investment in land is a basically sound, long-range 
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investment program;" "Free lodging for one night if prospect buys ;" "Reser-
voir 1. 5 miles to be built in 1975;" and "Lodging, free tank gas, free food and 
beverage." 
Improvement Costs. Majority of developers gave nebulous or incomplete 
responses to how much money they have spent, or plan to spend, on improve-
ments. However , one developer came right to the point as well as right to the 
dollar with this response: "One dollar per acre on 4, 020 acres." 
Methods of land division 
Utah recreational urbanization is authorized by state code, more anti-
quated than annotated. Utah Code annotated, 1953, 61-2-15 authorizes the Utah 
Real Estate Division to investigate agricultural lands being offered for sale for 
subdivision purposes and to make a public report of the information obtained 
(URED, 1972). utah Code 17-27-27 defines subdivision as the division of a tract 
or lot or parcel of land into three or more lots, plats, sites, or other divisions 
ofland for the purpose of building development (URED, 1972). 
Information and procedures required. Seller or promoter of a recrea-
tional subdivision is required to obtain a permit from URED before advertising, 
selling, or offering to sell subdivided lands . URED permit requires completion 
of a questionnaire (Appendix A) describing such basics as water supply and sani-
tation available to the subdivision buyers, drainage and flood control facilities, 
streets and roads, fire protection, and schools and school buses. URED, how-
ever, lacks authority to deny a permit to sell even if critical problems are 
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apparent and are so stated in the Division's public report. This report, basi-
cally a copy of the questionnaire, must be issued to the first buyer of a 
subdivided lot, although in the past this stipulation did not hold when the lot 
changed hands. Senate Bill Number 165, effective August 1, 1973, does requir e 
that no person may dispose of any interest in subdivided lands unles s an ef-
fective current public offering statement is delivered to the purchaser (Clyde 
etal., 1973). 
URED also requires evidence of county approval. However, many sub-
divisions are currently approved by local governments prior to determining 
whether water and sewage systems can be provided. Actual home construction 
is often underway before it is discovered that these facilities will not be available. 
Complaint iiles and court cases support this assertion. Utah code authorize~ 
URED to investigate, but URED has neither budget nor manpower to investigate 
all subdivisions; URED has become more so a processing than regulatory agency. 
Lot splitting. By means of lot splitting, land can be divided into two lots 
outside purview of URED. Lot splitting make s it possible to create a subdivision 
without registering with county or state. A parcel of land can be divided into 
two lots only, thus not meeting the definition of subdivision. Then each new 
parcel can be redivided into two more lots. Continuation of this process can 
achieve formation of a subdivision. Such a system has presented serious prob-
lems in California (CDC , 1971), but data have not been documented for Utah. 
Layout characteristics. Variety of factors govern type of design of 
development: terrain, economics, local regulation, purpose of development, 
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and state of the planning art. Traditional pattern of land ownership is a factor 
which has received little recognition in design criteria. Futhermore, slow 
acceptance has been received for new design concepts, such as cluster and 
condominiums. Advantages of such design are paramount in hilly or moun-
tainous areas. Public reward is preservation of natural features, while 
developer's reward is lower cost and higher revenue. 
Major methods of subdivision include grid, curvilinear, and cluster 
patterns, or a combination. Grid layout is least desirable because it has not 
respect for the environment, especially land contours. Of course it is easiest 
and cheapest in terms of surveying, but it can raise economic and environmental 
costs due to erosion, destruction of scenic value, and length of streets and utility 
lines. In the long run, grid patterns present inefficient use of land. Curvilinear 
street design permits fitting streets to terrain, much like contour plowing. 
Greater flexibility and ingenuity in placement of houses could be exercised, but 
usually is not. Conventional American urbanization is testimony that the 1940's 
concept of curvilinear street alignment has not been utilized to the extent of pre-
serving scenic values, natural vegetation, or general open space, while history 
of cluster development is as dated as military history (MacPherson, 1972). 
A 1960 American Society of Planning Officials (ASPO) publication pre-
sented the case for cluster development (Rosenthal, 1960). Urban Land Institute 
(ULI) presented advantages of cluster development in 1963, showing that a 160-
acre curvilinear subdivision with 499 housing units, 31. 8 acres of park land, 
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and 23,400 linear feet of street can be cluster designed with 555 housing units, 
47 .4 acres of park land, and only 11,450 linear feet of street (ULI, 1963). 
Unfortunately, cluster development has not been utilized in urban-
urbanization, much less rural-urbanization. The author examined 15 plats in 
Iron County , 10 plats in Beaver County, and over fifty statewide developers' 
brochures, to include the two largest developments which are managed by a 
major land development corporation. Result: no cluster development trends in 
utah. Striking advantages of cluster are: (1) more open space; (2) shorter 
l ength of paved streets; (3) shorter length of utility lines; (4) planned develop-
ment; (5) equal or greater number of units ; (6) less disturbance of the natural 
environment, to include steep slopes, streams, ponds, and woodlands; and (7) 
placing man in harmony with nature. 
Within the cluster concept, innovation of housing design as well as land-
scape design can produce various densities, depending on economic requirements 
of developers. Using detached houses, a 160-acres cluster subdivision with 
7, 500 square foot lots can produce 3 66 units, 23. 5 park acr es , and 17, 700 linear 
feel of stree t. On the other hand, patio houses result in 550 units , and town 
houses 1,100 units, both with the same park and s treet results as detached 
houses (ULI, 1963). Although cluster design means smaller lots, quality is 
increased and many of the homes front or back to large wooded areas or open 
space. Developers can realize lower cos ts as a result of fewer linear feet of 
streets and utilities, plus higher revenues from greater density and/or better 
quality . Hence , developers, residents, and the natur al environment can all 
benefit from the cluster concept. 
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Location and magnitude 
In Utah as well as in other states, demand for recreational and second 
homesites is growing at a tremendous rate (Table 5). Since 1962, nearly 
63,000 lots composed of over 238,000 acres have been subdivided for recrea-
tional homesites and both the number of lots and the number of acres subdivided 
annually are trending upward (Figure 18). In the large and densely populated 
state of California, only 300, 000 acres of rural land were subdivided during the 
period 1960-1970, according to CDC. Measured by number of acres developed, 
Utah's rural subdivision activity is nearly equal to California's although the 
population of Los Angeles alone is about eight times that of Utah. In Colorado, 
Colorado Land Use Commission estimated approximately one million acres sub-
divided for recreation home sites in the past two years (Walsh, 1972). Number 
of lots in Colorado was not estimated. 
Creation of new recreational lots in Utah is occurring most rapidly in 
Iron County with over 10,000 lots subdivided since 1962 (Figure 19). Washington, 
Duchesne, Sanpete, Kane, and Wasatch Counties were also the scenes of heavy 
subdivision activity with over 7, 000, 6, 100, 6, 000 , 4, 700, and 4, 500 new lots, 
respectively, created during the period 1962-1972. Although Iron County dis-
played the most rapid development as measured by number of new lots created, 
four other counties--Box Elder, Duchesne, Summit, and Wasatch--supported 
more subdivision activity in terms of numbers of acres involved (Table 6). High 
dollar values of total county recreational subdivision activity, reflected as a 
percent of state total value, were displayed in the counties of Washington, 
Wasatch, Tooele, and Summit counties (Table 7). 
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Table 5. Recreational subdivisions in Utah by totals for years 1962-72a 
# # Av. size # $ $ 
Year Sub.b Lots in acresC Acresd Av. price Valuef 
per acree 
1962 14 7,650 1.6 12,127 899 10, 898,840 
1963 14 2,285 3. 1 7' 029 333 2,343,624 
1964 17 2,801 12.0 34, 314 138 4,731,762 
1965 21 1, 584 3.5 5, 611 488 2,910,847 
1966 20 3,356 4.0 13,544 424 5,737,025 
1967 22 6,027 1.5 8, 765 949 8,320,673 
1968 21 3,983 . 9 3,650 1,370 5,002,238 
1969 39 4,262 1.8 7, 769 1,738 13,505,404 
1970 64 8, 023 3.0 23,964 1,382 33,128,060 
1971 39 8, 637 8 . 1 69,557 289 20, 135,505 
1972 63 14,108 3.7 51,674 1,697 87,694,690 
A vel: age 3.8 817 
Total 334 62,716 238,004 194,408,668 
no data availableg 
aDocumented in Appendix B from URED files. 
bNumber of subdivisions. 
c Average not a weighted average. Total number of acres divided by total 
number of lots and rounded to the nearest tenth of an acre. 
dRounded to the nearest acre for each subdivision prior to taking year totals. 
e Average not a weighted average. Total dollar value divided by total acres. 
f Dollar val ue in particular year, found from prices furnished by developers, 
dollar per lot or dollar per acre. Values in 1972 dollars are given in Table 10 
of this chapter, as well as Appendix B. 
gFiles were incomplete. 
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Figure 18. Number of lots and acres included in new Utah recreational s ub-
divisions, 1962-1972. 
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Figure 19. Number of new recreational lots subdivided in each Utah county, 1962- 72. 
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Table 6. Recreational subdivisions in Utah counties by county totals, 
1962-72a 
# # Av. size $ $ Av. price $ 
Countyb Sub. Lots Acres per acre Valuec 
Beaver 13 618 1.7 1, 068 2, 505 2, 675,860 
Box Elder 9 3,709 15.7 • 58, 242 77 4,456,128 
Cache 2 1,425 3.6 5,100 104 535,000 
Carbon 5 180 23.0 4,160 416 1, 729,270 
Daggett 5 3,157 . 7 2,065 657 1, 357,442 
Davis 1 7 .7 5 14,000 70,000 
Duchesne 8 6,194 5.6 *34, 381 306 10,508, 741 
Emery 101 . 9 94 1, 612 151,500 
Garfield 13 1,122 • 8 83 7 3, 054 2,556,251 
Iron 54 *10,447 1.9 19,389 710 13,765,734 
Juab 224 5.0 1,120 2,479 2,776,480 
Kane 42 4,722 1.7 8,020 1,702 13,652,671 
Millard 5 1,128 6. 2 6, 979 204 1,422,643 
Morgan 3 394 7.5 2,950 612 1,805,000 
Rich 6 475 1.4 648 3,914 2,536,220 
Salt Lake 6 479 3.0 1,426 626 892,750 
Sanpete 14 6,082 2.3 13,846 735 10,182,170 
Sevier 1 528 . 1 76 4, 828 366,960 
Summit 36 3,217 s. 6 *27. 773 534 14,837,308 
Tooele 16 2, 812 . 5 1,368 13,160 18,003,100 
Utah 10 2,163 5. 2 11, 192 1, 294 14,486,678 
Wasatch 25 4,584 4.7 *21, 594 911 19,663,667 
Washington 50 7,186 . 8 5,608 9,022 50,595,285 
Wayne 2 41 52 . 7 2,160 65 140,500 
Weber 6 1, 721 4.6 ~ 663 5,241,310 
Average 3.8 817 
Total 334 62,716 238,004 194,408,668 
7 no data available 
aDocumented in Appendix B from URED files. 
bGrand, Piute, San Juan, and Uintah counties had no recreational subdivisions 
on file. 
cValue is sum of values for years 1962-72 and not indexed to one particular year . 
Value in 1972 dollars is given in Table 18 of this chapter as well as in Appendix 
B. 
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Table 7. Recreational subdivisions in Utab counties by county totals expressed 
as a percent of state total, 1962-72 
Number of Number of Average Number of Average Dollar 
subdivi- lots as % lot size acres as price value 
County sions as% of state as % of % of state per acre as % 
of state total state total as % of of state 
total average state total 
average 
Beaver 3.89 0.99 44.74 0.45 306.61 1. 38 
Box Elder 2.69 5.91 413.16 24.47 9.42 2.29 
Cache 0.60 2. 27 94.74 2.14 12.73 o. 28 
Carbon 1. 50 0. 29 605.26 1. 75 50.92 0.89 
Daggett 1. 50 5.03 18.42 0.87 80.42 0. 70 
Davis 0.30 0.01 18.42 o.oo 1,713.59 0.04 
Duchesne 2.40 9.88 147.37 14.45 37 .45 5.41 
Emery 0.30 0.16 23.68 0. 04 197.31 0.08 
Garfield 3.89 1. 79 21.05 o. 35 373. 81 1. 31 
Iron 16.17 16. 66 50.00 8.15 86.90 7.08 
Juab 0.30 0.36 131. 58 0.47 303.43 1. 43 
Kane 12. 57 7. 53 44.74 3.37 208 . 32 7.02 
Millard 1. 50 1. 80 163.16 2.93 24.97 0.73 
Morgan 0.90 o. 63 197.37 1. 24 74.91 0.93 
Rich 1. 80 0.76 36.84 0.27 479.07 1. 30 
Salt Lake 1. 80 0.76 78.95 o. 60 76.62 0. 46 
Sanpete 4 . 19 9.70 60.53 5. 82 89.96 5.24 
Sevier 0.30 .84 2.63 0.03 590.94 0.19 
Summit 10.78 5.13 226.32 11.67 65.36 *7 . 63 
Tooele 4.79 4.48 13.16 0.57 1,610.77 *9. 26 
Utab 2.99 3.45 136. 84 4.70 158.38 7.45 
Wasatch 7.49 7.31 123.68 9.07 111. 51 * 10 . 11 
Washington 14.97 11.46 21.05 2.36 1,104. 28 * 26. 03 
Wayne 0. 60 0.07 138.68 0.91 7.96 0.07 
Weber 1. 80 2.74 121. 05 3.32 81. 15 2. 70 
Total a 100.02 99.91 100.00 100.01 
aTotals are not exact sums due to rounding. 
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Proof that primary or first home residential needs are not the reason for 
Utah's subdivision activity is illustrated in Table 8. As in California (CDC, 
1971, p. 16), "The population of some counties within the study area has re-
mained nearly static or decreased while the amount of land subdivided increased 
quite explosively." Counties showing the greatest increase in recreational lots 
and acres developed--Box Elder, Duchesne, Iron, Kane, Sanpete, Summit, and 
Wasatch--generally showed only modest increases in county population. Wash-
ington County exhibited a substantial increase in population between 1962 and 
1972 but Box Elder County lost population during this period. 
One new recreation lot was created between 1962 and 1972 for every 18 
citizens living in Utah in 1972 (Table 9). Using 1972 county population figures, 
the number of new lots ranged from a high of four per person in Daggett County 
to only one per 15,318 persons in Davis County. Kane County also experienced 
large subdivision activity as compared to population and population change. 
Each one person increase in Kane county population between 1962 and 1972 was 
matched by 675 new lots. 
Table 9 also illustrates that for every five households in Utah for 1972 
there is one recreational subdivision lot, and the ratio is one to one for 19fi2-
1972 household change. Daggett County has fifteen lots for every 1972 house-
hold and Kane County has six. 
Computer mapping in Figure 20 shows locations of 1962-1972 recreational 
developments with respect to Utah counties and regions, plus distribution through-
out the state. (See Figure 1 or 2, Chapter I, for maps with listings of counties. ) 
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Table 8. Comparison of recreational land subdivided with population change 
and with 1972 population of utah counties 
1970 1972 1962-72 
1972 Popula- House- 1962-72 House- 1962-72 1962-72 
County Popula- tion per holds Po pula- hold Lots Acres 
tiona house- (approx- tion change de vel- devel-
holdb imate) changec (approx- oped oped 
imate) 
Beaver 3 ,994 3.19 1,252 -306 -9 6 618 1,068 
Box Elder 30, 170 3. 68 8,198 -930 -253 3,709 58,242 
Cache 45,826 3.59 12,765 7,126 1, 985 1, 425 5,100 
Carbon 16,439 3.16 5,202 -3,261 -1 , 032 180 4,160 
Daggett 747 3. 56 210 -753 - 212 3,157 2, 065 
Davis 107,228 4.17 25,714 31, 628 7,585 7 5 
Duchesne 9, 700 3 .76 2,580 2,600 691 6, 194 34,381 
Emery 5,251 3.34 1,572 -149 -45 101 94 
Garfield 3,126 3.42 914 -274 -so 1,122 837 
Iron 13,198 3.60 3,666 1,998 555 10,447 19,384 
Juab 4,774 3. 29 1,451 274 83 224 1, 120 
Kane 2,707 3.37 803 7 2 4, 722 8, 020 
Millard 7,668 3.35 2,289 -132 -39 1,128 6 ,979 
Morgan 4,179 3.78 1,106 1,179 312 394 2, 950 
Rich 1,515 3.40 446 -185 - 54 475 648 
Salt Lake 482,042 3.40 141,777 70,242 20,659 479 1,426 
Sanpete 11, 895 3 .19 3 , 729 895 28 1 6,082 13,846 
Sevier 10,823 3.20 3,382 423 132 528 76 
Summit 6, 071 3.40 1 , 786 471 139 3,217 27,776 
Tooele 22,108 3.54 6,245 1,608 454 2 , 812 1, 368 
utah 151,761 4.00 37,940 38,161 9,540 2,163 11, 192 
Wasatch 6,137 3. 52 1,743 737 209 4, 584 21,594 
Washing-
ton 16,022 3 .57 4,488 5 ,622 1, 575 7,186 5,608 
Wayne 1,517 3.25 467 -183 -56 41 2, 160 
Weber 131 ,086 3.39 38,668 12.486 3,683 1. 721 __1,JlQ;l_ 
Net change 169' 284 47,286 
State net changed 170,529 47,901 
Total 1,095,984 3. 58 308,393 62,716 238,004 
State 
totald 1,128,529 3.56 317,003 62,716 238,004 
a Brockert and Moore (1972, p. 5), average of School, LDS, and Work Force methods. 
bUtah Foundation ( 1971, p. 2), 1970 population per household. 
cBrockert and Crisman (1972, p. 6), using July 1, 1962 census. 
dlncludes four counties which have no recorded recreational development. 
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Table 9. Ratios of lots developed to population and households, and to popul a-
tion and household changes in Utah counties, 1962-7 2 
1962-72 Lots devel oped 
County 1972 1972 1962-72 1962-72 
P opulation Households Population change Household change 
Beaver 1:6 1:2 2:-1 6:-1 
Box E lder 1:8 1:2 4: - 1 15:-1 
Cache 1:32 1:9 1:5 1:1 
Carbon 1:91 1:29 1:-18 1:-6 
Daggett 4:1 15:1 4:-1 15:-1 
Davis 1 :15 , 318 1:3,673 1:4, 518 1:1,084 
Duchesne 1:2 2:1 2:1 9:1 
Emery 1:52 1:1 6 1:-1 2:-1 
Garfield 1:3 1:1 4:-1 14:-1 
Iron 1 :1 3:1 5:1 18:1 
Juab 1:21 1:6 1:1 3:1 
Kane 2:1 6:1 675:1 2, 361:1 
Millard 1:7 1:2 9:-1 28: - 1 
Morgan 1:10 1:3 1:3 1:1 
Rich 1:3 1:1 3:-1 8:- 1 
Salt Lake 1:1 , 006 1:296 1 :147 1:43 
Sanpete 1:2 2:1 7:1 22:1 
Sevier 1:20 1:6 1:1 4:1 
Summitt 1: 2 2:1 7:1 23:1 
Tooele 1:8 1:2 2:1 6:1 
Utah 1:70 1:18 1:1 1:4 
Wasatc h 1 :1 3:1 6:1 23:1 
Washington 1:2 2:1 1:1 5:1 
Wayne 1:37 1:11 1:-4 1:-1 
Weber 1:76 1:22 1:7 1: 2 
Total 1 :18 1:5 1:3 1:1 
State Total a 1:18 1:5 1:3 1:1 
alncludes four counties which have no recorded recreational development. 
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Figure 20 . Map 1 - Locations of townships with recreation development. 
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Map also shows concentration of development, in terms of number of geographic 
sections with developments, but not in terms of number of lots, subdivisions, 
or developments. A development is herein defined as one or more subdivisions 
filed with URED under a single development name, owner, or developer. illus-
tration of number of lots, acres, subdivisions, or developments on the map 
would be more accurate, but is too detailed for a state-wide computer map 
focus. Use of the computer requires that the geographic township be used as 
the basic 1 ocational unit. 
Within the intensity categories on the BEBR computer printout (Figure 
20), what is shown as, for example, "4 recreation sites in this township" 
actually means that 4 of 36 geographic sections within that geographic township 
have at least one recreational subdivision or development. A geogr aphic town-
ship with only one geographic section having development might have ten times 
as many homesites, or five times as many acres, as a township with five sec-
tions having development. To a degree, however, the method does show in-
tensive as well as extensive development because darker symbols show a higher 
concentration in number of subdivisions or developments. (Terms intensive and 
extensive refer here to much development in one small area and much develop-
ment spread over a wide area, respectively, rather that economic definitions 
used in Chapter III.) 
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According toURED files, price extremes, in 1972 dollars, range from 
$18 per acre for a Beaver County subdivision filed in 1963 to $54, 650 per acre 
for a Summit County subdivision filed in 1970. Figure 21 and Table 10 show 
1962-1972 average price per acre trends for Utah recreational subdivision real 
estate, not including owner improvements, compared with Utah farm real estate, 
including owner improvements. Year to year total value trends, in 1972 dollars, 
of recreational subdivisions is shown in Figure 22, were total values are pro-
jected gross sales, determined by multiplying prices by number of lots or 
acres. Total values for counties, in 1972 dollars , are given in Table 18 of the 
economic impact section in this chapter. 
Improvement costs 
Improvement items listed most by developers were road and surveying. 
Water, sewer, power, and phone were other principle items included. Most 
developers expressed improvement costs in terms of dollars per lot or acre . 
A few gave total improvement costs, and one large developer expressed im-
provement cost as 46 percent of cost of goods sold. One subdivider of 402 lots 
on 4, 020 acres listed one dollar per lot as the cost, or . 06 percent of projected 
gross sales. A developer of 1, 231 acres listed improvement costs of zero, 
with projected gross sales of $467,780. At the other extreme were developers 
with improvement costs of 72 and 89 percent of projected gross sales. 
"' ~ 
'0 
., 
"' 
,_ 
~ 
.~ 
<l) 
... 
" o! 
... 
1l. 
<l) 
" -~ 
<l) 
~ 
... 
<l) 
> 
< 
2000 
1900 
1800 
1700 
1600 
1500 
1400 
1300 
1200 
1100 
1000 
900 
800 
700 
600 
500 
400 
300 
200 
100 
62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 
(1962-1972) 
__ Utah recreation subdivision real estate prices 
_ _ _ Utah farm real estate prices 
78 
71 72 (years) 
Figure 21. Prices of Utah recreational subdivision real estate, without owner 
improvements , compared with prices of Utah farm real estate, 
with owner improvements. 
Table 10. Prices of Utah recreational subdivision real estate, without owner improvements, compared with 
prices of Utah farm real estate, with owner improvements 
Average price per acre in 
1972 dollars 
Year Dollar value in Price indeJil Dollar value in Number of Recreational subdivision Farm real 
year shown 1972 dollars acres real estate estateb 
1962 10, 898,840 1. 422 15,498,150 12,127 1,278 80 
1963 2,343,624 1. 372 3,215,452 7,029 457 83 
1964 4, 731,762 1.341 6,345,293 34,314 185 84 
1965 2,910,847 1. 283 3,734,617 5, 611 666 88 
1966 5, 737,025 1. 217 6,981,959 13,544 516 94 
1967 8,320,673 1.180 9,818,394 8 , 765 1,120 96 
1968 5,002,238 1. 157 5,787,589 3,650 1, 586 97 
1969 13,505,404 1. 135 15,328,634 7,769 1,973 100 
1970 33,128,060 1. 093 36, 208,970 23,964 1, 511 101 
1971 20,135,505 1.054 21 ,222,822 69,557 305 100 
1972 87' 694, 690 1. 000 87 , 694,690 51, 674 1,697 101 
--- -- -
Average 1, 027 89 
Total 194,408,668 211,836,572 238,004 
aT able 42, Appendix B. 
bEconomic Research Service (1972, p. 15), table of average value per acre, including improvements, for farm real 
estate in Utah, for 1966-72. 1962-66 figures were calculated by the author using a 1972 price index, Table 42, 
Appendix B. 
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Figure 22. Total value in 1972 dollars of Utah recreational subdivisions. 
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Because questionnaires were not complete, information was not available 
for all subdivisions. Table lllists information which was available for 1972, 
and represents 49 percent of subdivisions and 38 percent of projected gross 
sales for 1972. Average improvement cost in this sample was 12 percent of 
projected gross sales. Perhaps a better indication of developers' investments', 
or lack of improvement investments, is what improvements were not made, 
documented in the improvements, services, and fac ilities section of thi s 
chapter. 
Selling costs 
Selling cost items within the URED questionnaire included, but were not 
limited t o: commission expenses, administration expenses, and advertising and 
promotional expenses. Most developers did not itemboe costs but gave E:ither 
total cost, cost per acre or lot, or a percentage of projected gross sales. 
About one half of developers who did answer the question gave a percentage 
figure. As with improvement cost calculations, information was not available 
for all subdivisions. Table 12 lists information which was available for 1972, 
and represents 27 percent of subdivisions and 40 percent of projected gross sales 
for 1972. Average s elling cost in thi s sample was 25 percent of projected gross 
sales. Even with information of developers' improvement costs , selling costs, 
and interest on investment cost, it would be difficult to estimate developers' 
profit margins without knowing initial cost of land. Based on the assumption 
that devel opers are paying land prices close to average prices of Utah improved 
farm real estate, developers are capturing large windfall gains. 
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Table 11. Improve ment costs to developers of recreational subdivisions in 
Utah, 1972 
1972 Dollars 
Number Cost per Jot, Cost as a 
of lots acre or % of Total Projected % of gross 
or acres gross salesa cost Av. price gros s sales sales 
51-L 25,000 2, 100/L 107,100 23.34 
60-L 250/L 15,000 4,450/L 267,000 5. 62 
117-L 160/ L 18,720 1,1 50/L 134,550 13.91 
51-L 520/L 26,520 3,500/L 178,500 14. 86 
51-A 50/A 2,550 400/A 20 ,400 12.50 
1, 231-A 0 0 395/A 486 , 245 o.oo 
20-L 700/L 14,000 3,250/L G5, 000 21.54 
17-A 50/ A 850 400/ A 6, 800 12.50 
27-L 5,300 4,200/ A 113,400 4.67 
58-L 8,892 2,950/ L 171, 100 5.20 
140-L 400/L 56,000 7,000/L 980,000 5. 71 
127-L 500/L 63,500 2, 500/L 317, 500 20.00 
1, 240-A 50/A 62,000 400 / A 496 ,000 12.50 
593-L 1,500 / L 889, 500 10,000/ L 5,930,000 15.00 
1, 470- A 100 / A 147,000 2,500/A 3, 675 ,000 4.00 
61-L 800/L 48,800 2,700/L 164, 700 29.63 
100-L 450/L 45,000 1,995/L 199, 500 22.56 
115-L 20,500 3, 350/ L 385,250 5.32 
8, 000-A 33/A 264,000 225/A 1,800,000 14. 67 
195-L 520/L 101,400 4,000/ L 780,000 13.00 
36-L 200/ L 7,200 9, 750/ L 351,000 2.05 
402-L & 
4,020-A 1/L 402 175/ A 703,500 .06 
583 1,500/ L 874,500 10,000/ L 5,830,000 15.00 
80-A & 
49 -L 3,250/A 260,000 5,980 / L 293 , 020 88 .73 
251-L 1, 800 / L 451, 800 2, 495/L 626,245 72.14 
81-L 0 0 2,750/L 222,750 o. oo 
861-L 340/ L 29,274 2, 745/L 3,224,445 9.08 
16-L 200/L 3,200 3,995/L 63 ,920 5.01 
25-L 250/L 6,250 4,500/ L 112,500 5.56 
583 1,500/ L 874,500 10,000/ L 5, 830,000 15.00 
11 250/L 2,750 4,500/L 49,500 5.56 
Average 12.32 
Total 4, 064,408 32,991,905 
Percent of yr. 38% 
aSome developers did not answer with a cost per lot or acre or percent of 
gross sales but rather with a total cost figure. 
Tabl e 12. Selling costs to developers of recreational subdivisions in Utah, 1972 
1972 Dollars 
Number of Cost per lot or acre Total cost Average Projected Cost as a % of projected 
1 ots or acres or % of gross selling pr ice gross sales gross sales 
sales 
1,334-L 25% 3,335,000 10,000/ L 13,340,000 25.00 
51-L 850/L 43,350 3,500/L 178 ,500 24.29 
398-L 25% 995,000 10,000/L 3,980 , 000 25.00 
582-L 70% 71,295 175/ L 101, 850 70.00 
27-L 11,880 4,200/ L 113 , 400 10 . 48 
58-L 25,520 2,950/L 171 , 100 14. 92 
140-L 11% 107,800 7,000/L 980,000 11.00 
100-L 25% 49,875 1,995/L 199,500 25.00 
115-L 51 , 750 3,350/L 385,250 13. 43 
195-L 945/L 184 ,275 4,000/L 780,000 23.63 
650- L 25% 1,503,125 9 , 250/ L 6,012,500 25 .00 
4, 020-A 75/A 301,500 175/A 703,500 42.86 
251-L 500/ L 125,500 2,495/L 626,245 20.04 
967-L 25% 199,444 8,250/L 797,775 25 . 00 
25-L 945/ L 23 , 625 4,500/ L 11 2,500 21.00 
714-L 25% 1,651,125 9,250/L 6,604,500 25.00 
ll-L 945/L 10,395 4,500/L 49,500 21.00 
Average 24.73 
Total 8 , 690,459 35,136,120 
Percent of yr. 40 , 07% 
aSome devel opers did not answer with a cost per l ot or acre or percent of gross sales but rather with a total 
cost figure. 00 
"' 
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Marketing procedures 
Sales representations made by recreation subdividers are documented 
in Table 13. Of particular significance is the high percentage (94 percent of 
lots developed) of subdividers that promote existence of nearby recreational 
facilities or areas. This high percentage, together with locations and bro-
chures, validates the initial assumption of "recreational" subdivisions. It is 
surprising that developers of only 27 percent of the subdivisions said they pro-
mote potential investment. Brochures indicate that a much hlgher percent of 
developers are marketing land as an investment (Figure 23) . 
Buildout rate 
Houses in primary-urban developments are built on order or when 
there is a reasonable certainty that a house will be sold soon. Sub-
stantial numbers of lots are normally not vacant for long periods of 
time . 
Building in rural urban developments follow a much slower pattern. 
Recent surveys conducted by government agencies and college re -
searchers indicate that at least 50% of lot purchasers of second home 
property buy as an investment. They have no intention to build a resi-
dence. This is a primary reason why building activity in second home 
subdivisions is very slow. In 24 recreational subdivisions that include 
a total of 107,000 lots, 3, 240 homes have been built since the lots were 
first offered for sal e in 1960. This is an average of 0 . 3% per year; it 
would take 150 years to fill half of the lots if past trends continue in the 
future. (CDC, 1971, p. 17) 
Buildout rate of Utah recreational subdivisions could be measured fairly 
accurately if someone was willing to take the time to search all county property 
tax records and compare number of lots with improvements (houses) to number 
oflots sold . Hiskey (1972) did document figures which allowed for computation 
of buildout rates for Iron, Garfield, and Kane counties, which, co mbined, account 
Table 13. Sales representations made by recreation subdividers in Utah, 
1970-72 
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"Are you going to use any of the following representations in offering parcels 
for sale: 
A. Money-back guarantee under specified conditions? 
B. Existence of nearby recreational facilities or areas? 
C. A bonus or gift to the purchaser? 
D. A 'free' trip to the property? 
E. A warranty of any kind? 
F. Industrial, commercial, or urban growth possibilities or ptential ?"a 
Question Year No. of s ubdivisions 
and % of total data 
avail able 
Answer of Yes 
No. of lots and % 
of total data 
available 
No. of acres and % 
of total data 
available 
A 1970 8 15% 2, 184 34% 8, 035 39% 
A 1971 20 61% 3, 288 40% 50,655 86% 
A 1972 ~ m ...2...M.§. m 12. 739 m 
__ A _ _ _ ~o~l- __ 5~ _ _ Jl~- __ .!_3.!..0.!_8 __ ~o/£. __ 7].J2_? __ ~4~ _ _ 
B 1970 53 100% 6, 357 100% 20, 634 100% 
B 1971 32 97% 7, 680 95% 54,472 92% 
B 1972 45 11.%... 12 , 900 __ll% 44,552 ll..§.% 
__ B ___ T_o~l- _ !:::3<2._ __ Y?Jo _ _ _ ~6.!..9~7- _ 9Jo/£. _ ]1_?,~5~ __ ~1~ __ 
c 1970 1 2% 81 1% 120 1% 
c 1971 7 21% 540 7% 2, 090 4% 
c 1972 .Jl. m 2. 111 m ~ --.:rfD 
__ c ___ ~o~I- __ 1~ _ __ 1!% ____ 3.!..0.§_5 __ 1]o/£. __ _E,_?6J ___ 5~ __ 
D 1970 8 15% 426 7% 2, 926 14% 
D 1971 9 27% 865 11% 15,731 27% 
n 1972 n. m ~ .11.% 6. 952 m 
__ D ___ ~o~l- _ Jl~ __ _2~-- - __ 7.!..1~9 _ _ 2_Eo/2._ __ 2_E,~O_? __ .!_9~ __ 
E 1970 18 34% 4,165 65% 1, 584 8% 
E 1971 14 42% 2, 433 30% 32,918 56% 
E 1972 29 ffi ~ .§.§% 18,357 m 
__ E ___ ~o~l- __ 6~ ___ 4!% ___ .!_4.!.. 4.§_0 __ 5]o/£. __ 5_3,~5_? __ ±0~ __ _ 
F 1970 17 32% 2, 828 44% 7,998 39% 
F 1971 7 21% 1,355 17% 10,222 17% 
F 1972 16 m ~ 1.2% 22,433 ill 
F Total 40 27% 10,733 38% 40,653 31% 
aU RED (1972), Table 39, Appendix A. 
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To Glen Canyon Dam 
WILL ROGERS said "You better buy some land cause they ain't makin' any more." 
THE ONLY WAY TO KEEP UP WITH INFLATION, BUY LAND! 
THEODORE ROOSEVELT ANDREW CARNEGIE 
said: "Every person whv invests in well selected real 
estate in a growing section vf a prosperous community 
adupts the surest and safest method of becoming 
independent, for real estate is the basis of wealth." 
MARSHALL FIELD 
said: "Ninety per ceni ·of all millionaires become so 
,through owning real estate. More money has been made 
in real estate than in all industrial investments. The wise 
young man o; wage earner of today invests his mvney in 
real estate." 
said: "Buying real estate is not only the best way, the 
quickest way, and the safest way, but the only way to 
become wealthy. " BRUCE BARTON 
HETTY GREEN 
said: "Real estate is an imperishable asset, increasing in 
value. It is the most solid security that human ingenuity 
has devised. It is the collateral to be prefe"ed above all 
others, and the safest means of investing money." 
said: ''17zere was a vacant lot opposite my home which 
could have bf!en bought for five thousand dollars. A 
month ago, a man bought it for twenty·eight thousand, 
and two weeks /titer, it sold for sixty thousand. I take 
off my hat to him. He saw· it was a gold mine! It didn't 
look to me like anything more than a vacant lut. " 
•!••!••!••)•!••!••!•·:· ·!··!··=··!··!••!••:••)•!••!••!•·!·•!••!••!•·!• 
For years we have been hearing, watching and reading <>.bout tM "population explosion". In terms of our needs that simply means 
more of everything that sustains and supports life, not to mention luxury. When we need more food or other commodities we ac· 
celerate production and make more food and other commodities, but what of land . .. the one thing we cannot reproduce. 
never more land 
always more people 
There is more demand for land every time a baby is born. As demand increases each day of every year of each. day of every year, 
etc., etc., . . . so does price. Those who purchase well selec·ted land now are buying tomorrow's growth ... at today's price. To-
days values were yesterday's bargains! 
·:··:··:··:··=··!··=··=· ·!· •!••!••!••!••!••!••!••!••!••!••!••) 
AMERICA'S GREAT NEW "GOLD RUSH" IS FOR LAND. 
•!••!••!••!••!••!••!••!••!••!••!••!••:••!•(••!••:••!••!••!••)•!••!••!••!••!••!••:••!••!••!e•!-•!••!••!•t)•)-!••:•-:-(••)•)•)-!••)•!•t)tOttQHt 
"NO INVESTMENT ON EARTH IS SO SAFE, SO SURE, SO CERTAIN TO ENRICH 
ITS 'OWNER AS WEll-SELECTED ReAL ESTATE.'' - -------
- Grover Cleveland 
'Phe nearby resorts plan extensive development for year-round recreation in the form of 
boating, horse-back riding, golfing and other summer and -..vi.nre r activities, This type of 
development will attract an enormous amount of people and investment capital to these 
resort areas. The dollar investment of these companies will add greatly to the value of 
your own property in Forest Meadow Ranch. I t will add in the total land appreciation with 
tl1e incn~asc in recreational population. In addition to an all-out campai.gn by the State of 
Utah, tJ1e resorts and recreation areas of Utah arc benefiting from an influx of investments 
from bu~inesses, recreation developers and spons activists , 
I could be the best thing that's ever happened to you. 
Look what I've got going .for me ... 
Climate 
-Location 
I'm good forever 
I don 't wear out 
00 
00 
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for 33 percent of Utah recreational subdivisions, 26 percent of developed lots, 
and 12 percent of developed acres. According to Hiskey's figures and the 
author's calculations, county build out rates were: Iron County, 9 percent; 
Garfield County, 9 percent ; Kane County, 4 percent; and Iron, Kane, and Gar-
field Counties combined, 6 percent. 
Lot owners' improvement investments 
Hiskey (1972) also documented tax assebsments, in ranges, of 229 im-
proved lots (in terms of owners' improvementB) in Iron, Garfield, and Kane 
counties. Based on as!lessments and on Utah Tax Commission's (1972) average 
assessment rates of the three counties for unimproved (in terms of community 
services) rural property, 94 percent of improved lots had an average (un-
weighted) improvement investment of $5, 832 per lot. Weighted averaging was 
not possible because ranges of assessment values were documented rather than 
actual assessments. Also, 6 percent of the improved lots were in an assess-
ment range of "over $2, 000 assessment," rather than falling within a range, 
and therefore could not be included in the averaging. 
lmprovements, services, and facilities 
Utah Senate Bill Number 32 (County and Municipal Subdivisions) was 
defeated during first session of Utah Legislature, February 1973. Much like 
bills passed in California and Colorado in recent years, Senate Bill 32 provided 
ior strict requirements on subdivision improvements, services, and facilities : 
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Section 10. The planning commission shall disapprove the pre-
liminary plat of a subdivision if the subdivider cannot provide required 
water supplies or facilities, waste disposal systems, storm drainage 
facilities, access or improvements, or if the planning commission or 
legislative body determines there would be danger of flood, fire or other 
hazard, or that the subdivision would be of such a character or in such 
a location that its development 
(1) would create excessive costs for public services and facilities, 
(2) would endanger the health or safety of the public, 
(3) would cause excessive air or water pollution or soil erosion, or 
(4) would unreasonably damage or destroy the natural environment, 
(5) would be inconsistent with any adopted general or specific plan 
of the area in which the subdivision would be located. 
(Dean and Leavitt, 1973, p. 8) 
Colorado's Senate Bill 35 (Colorado Land Use Commission, CLUC, 1972, 
p. 5), which went into effect 5 May 1972, requires, statewide, guarantee of 
construction of public improvements. Subdivision improvements agreements 
between subdividers and county commissions can include such collateral sources 
as bonds, escrow agreements, loans, li£:ns, and deposits of certified fur.ds. 
Agreements become performance guarantees. 
California Legislature passed new laws in 1969 and 1971: 
The Legislature found that sales of lots in some subdivisions located 
in sparsely populated areas of the state had been made on the basis of 
intensive promotional efforts which tended to obscure the highly specu-
lative nature of the offering. These subdivisions are referred to as 
"land projects," and characteristically contain 50 or more parcels. 
To protect the public, in 1969 and 1971 new laws were enacted 
which provide additional authority to the Real Estate Commissioner to 
require that reasonable arrangements be made to assure completion 
and maintenance of improvements in the subdivision offerings, and to 
determine that the probable continuing financial burden with respect to 
the financing of completion and maintenance of such improvements 
within the subdivision bears a reasonable relationship to the value of 
the lots therein. (California Department of Real Estate, CDRE, 1973, 
II: 453) 
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Water. By law, California subdivisions which are planned for resi-
dential purposes, including second homes, must have an adequate water supply 
(CDRE, 1973) . Colorado requires of subdividers "adequate evidence that a 
water supply of sufficient quality, quantity, and dependability will be available." 
(CL UC, 197 2, p. 9) Between 1962 and 1972, only 50 percent of the recreational 
subdivisions registered with URED claimed availability of water (Table 14). In 
1972, the most recent year for which data were available, the number climbed 
to only 56 percent. In terms of numbers of lots and acres, the picture is even 
darker with only 41 percent of all lots registered during the 1962-72 period 
having water available (Table 14 and Figure 24) and 64 percent of the total 
acreage subdivided being dry. Furthermore, Figure 25 reveals that the upward 
trend in the number of lots without water is commensurate with the upward 
trend in the number of lots developed. It appears that the "dry lot subdivision 
theory" has been a popular and successful means of avoiding the intent of the 
Utah Code. 
Electricity, natural gas. and phone service. Figure 26 and Table 15 
document !!Q!!.-availability of these services for Utah recreational subdivisions 
registered from 1970 through 1972. During this period, there were a total of 
166 subdivisions, 30,768 lots, and 145, 195 acres developed. Thirty-two per-
cent of the lots developed have no supply of electricity while 90 percent and 58 
percent of the lots have no supply of natural gas or phone service, respectively. 
Also, 48 subdivisions, inclusive of 9, 889 lots, have neither electricity nor 
natural gas (Table 15). California and Colorado l aws require that all future 
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Table 14. Water availability of Utah recreational subdivisions, 1962-72a 
Water available No water available 
Year # sub. #lots # acres # sub. #lots # acres 
and % and % and % and% and % and % 
of total of total of total of total of total of total 
1962 13 7640 12127 
100% 100% 100% 
1963 1 67 603 13 2228 6426 
7% 3% 9 % 93% 97% 91% 
1964 4 777 10784 13 2024 23530 
24% 28% 31% 76% 72% 69% 
1965 6 564 2396 15 1020 3215 
29% 36% 43% 71% 64% 57% 
1966 13 1980 12737 7 1376 807 
65% 59% 94% 35% 41% 6% 
1967 13 2948 2294 9 3079 6471 
59% 49% 26% 41% 51% 74% 
1968 9 797 635 12 3186 3015 
43% 20% 17% 57% 80% 83% 
1969 27 3323 5093 12 939 2676 
69% 78% 66% 31% 22% 34% 
1970 43 4505 13437 20 3518 10527 
68% 56% 56% 32% 44% 44% 
1971 15 1291 11411 24 7346 58146 
38% 15% 16% 62% 85% 84% 
1972 35 9228 25872 28 4880 25802 
56% 65% 50% 44% 35% 50% 
Total 166 25480 85262 166 37236 152742 
50% 41% :Hi% 50% 59% 64% 
a 
Figures for 1962-71 are based on data collected but not consolidated by Francis 
(1973). The author consolidated the data by year . 
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Table 15. Services not supplied by Utah recreational subdivisions, 1970-1972a 
Service Number of Number of Number of 
lacking subdivisions lots acres 
and % of total and % of total and % of total 
Water 72 15,744 94,475 
supply 43% 51% 65% 
Drainageb 136 24,589 140,954 
81% 79% 97% 
Sewer 159 26,637 142,942 
systemc 95% 85% 98% 
Fire 108 22,445 130,454 
protectiond 65% 72% 89% 
Surfaced 131 28,089 124,946 
roadsd 78% 91% 86% 
Electricity 48 9,940 68,638 
28% 32% 47% 
Natural 140 27,955 140,602 
gas 84% 90% 96% 
Electricity 48 9,889 68, 635 
and gas 28% 32% 47% 
Telephone 91 17,999 40,214 
54% 58% 27% 
aTotal Utah recreational development from 1970 through 1972 included 166 sub-
divisions, 30, 768 lots, and 145,195 acres. 
b Artificial drains or storm sewers. 
cWhen public sewer systems were included, they were listed as new sewer 
districts (created only for very large developments), county, and city. De-
velopments without sewer systems listed "up to owner," "septic tank," 
"holding tank," or "cesspool." 
dFigures in Table 17 s ubtracted from totals for period. 
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extensions of electric and telephone utilities within subdivisions be constructed 
underground, while Utah has no requirement to date. 
Storm drainage and waste disposal. Figure 26 and Table 15 also docu-
ment non-availability of drainage and public sewer services for Utah recreational 
developments registered during the period 1970-1972. As the computer map has 
indicated previously, many subdivisions are located in foothill and mountainous 
areas, while on-sight inspections revealed that many lots are beside mountain 
streams or lakes. Yet developers have made no artificial drain or storm sewer 
provisions for 79 percent of the lots. Lot owners are left responsible for waste 
disposal on 85 percent of the lots, resulting in spetic tank systems in most cases, 
which can lead to serious problems for stream-side, lake-side, and high water 
table areas. 
Schools, school buses, fire protection, and road maintenance. Many 
developers assume that counties, cities, state and federal agencies, or individual 
lot owners should take full responsibility for these community services, as indi-
cated in Tables 16 and 17. If buildout rates do occur, much of the private 
development burden will fall on public revenues, as has happened in California 
and Colorado. For example, if homes are built on any of the 2, 273 lots in Iron 
County (Table 16), the school age children will be added to the rolls of the public 
school system. Also, public revenues will pay for the cost of school bus transpor-
tation to remote areas. 
In the majority of cases, developers have built only dirt or gravel roads, 
if they have built roads at all. When roads are brought up to county standards, 
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Table 16. Recreational subdivision demand on school and school bus services 
of Utah counties, 1970-1972 
Schools School buses 
County Subdivisions Lots Acres Subdivisions Lots Acres 
Beaver 11 561 379 10 377 212 
Box Elder 8 3,656 51, 234 4 1,893 34,446 
Cache 
Carbon 4 137 4, 120 1 17 520 
Daggett 2 68 33 61 28 
Davis 
Duchesne 2 1,045 21,500 
Emery 
Garfield 93 81 
Iron 21 2, 273 12,985 20 2,021 5,993 
Juab 
Kane 17 1,785 4,407 6 628 635 
Millard 2 500 5,000 2 500 5,000 
Morgan 1 230 2,840 
Rich 2 156 80 1 46 10 
Salt Lake 3 361 1,220 3 361 1,220 
Sanpete 11 3,146 "9,106 4 1,919 4,680 
Sevier 
Summit 13 1,271 3,084 13 688 2, 384 
Tooele 11 1,784 585 11 1,784 585 
utah 5 292 3,282 5 292 3,282 
Wasatch 9 2,831 8,014 6 1,630 6,513 
Washington 28 5,061 2, 611 25 4,414 2, 509 
Wayne 19 280 1 19 280 
Weber 
Total 152 25,269 130,841 113 16,650 68,297 
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Table 17. Recreational subdivision demand on fire protection and road 
maintenance service of Utah counties, 1970-72 
Fire protectiona Road maintenance 
County Subdivisions Lots Acres Subdivisions Lots Acres 
Beaver 3 277 286 2 93 119 
Box Elder 1 61 9,700 
Cache 
Carbon 4 137 4,120 1 41 1,240 
Daggett 7 5 
Davis 
Duchesne 
Emery 
Garfield 
Iron 16 1,730 4,031 5 653 2,790 
Juab 
Kane 6 539 555 2 143 65 
Millard 1 122 100 1 5 50 
Morgan 230 2,840 
Rich 46 10 
Salt Lal;e 1 967 330 161 320 
Sanpete 2 194 820 1 30 150 
Sevier 
Summit 5 385 481 3 223 202 
Tooele 23 43 23 43 
Utah 2 134 1,472 2 76 1,540 
Wasatch 6 545 526 5 564 648 
Washington 10 3, 263 1, 974 7 290 128 
Wayne 
Weber 1 40 404 
Total 58 8,323 14,743 35 ~,679 20,249 
aln a few cases, U.S. Forest Service was named as provider of fire protection 
service. 
bMost roads named for current or future public dedication are dirt or gravel. 
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probably at the cost of homeowners, and accepted for public use, counties will 
have to incur the maintenance costs, to include snow clearance on remote, 
steep slopes. 
Converse to Table 17 are figures in Table 15 which indicate, according 
to developer reports, subdivisions which do not have planned fire protection or 
surfaced roads . U.s. Forest Service, State Board of Forestry and Fire Control, 
and county fire districts have incurred responsibility of fire protection for these 
acres, while residents and natural resources of entire regions are final inci-
dences of the threat of fire as a result of recreational development. Lack of 
surfaced roads causes heavy soil erosion and sedimentation, especially in areas 
of steep slopes. Table 17 reveals the number of subdivisions, lots, and acres 
which developers have reported as having planned fi.re protection and existing 
or planned surfaced roads, while Table 15 shows the remaining subdivisions, 
lots, and acres for the period 1970-1972. 
Impact of Recreational Urbanization 
Economic impact 
Prospective economic impact upon local economies has been the major 
justification of rural counties for their lenient attitudes toward recreational 
urbanization. However, there are three major discrepancies so out of line with 
basic economics that they become paradoxes. First is the fact that recreational 
subdivisions breed speculation, and speculation carries little economic impact. 
Speculation can result in negative economic impact because of administrative 
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costs of processing sales and property taxes, compared to small tax revenues 
on vacant lots. Some county administrations have accrued greater costs for 
thousands of tax notices mailed out than resultant revenues from taxes received. 
Second paradox is a broader one. Counties incur increasing costs as land is 
converted from agricultural to residential use. Increased population densities 
add costs for administration, police and fire protection, schools and school 
buses, etc. Therefore, if development goes beyond the speculative stage, and 
large populations do settle even seasonally, total economic effect will have to 
be determined by comparing revenues with costs (benefit-cost analysis). From 
data presented in previous sections, the trend appears to be that in their own 
desperation, rural counties have invited new and greater desperate situation. 
Third, is the assumption of many local businessmen that increased population 
and business will increase their own receipts. This can be fallacious. Recre-
ational urbanization can result in increased general economic activity, "but this 
may attract businesses with larger selection and greater expertise and thus 
actually decrease sales of local businessmen." (Gilmore and Walsh, 1971, p. 
24) For example, a Sambo's restaurant in Cedar City could have detrimental 
impact on local cafes. In summary, the paradox of recreational urbanization is 
that its economic impcat can be negative for local economies; its strength can 
be its weakness. Negative economic impact can be greatest on small-scale 
economies and governments. 
Economic impact described above raises the whole question of rural 
economic development. Although not to be dealt with in detail here, the subject 
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does have a few highlights directly related to recreational urbanization. For 
example, does lenient treatment of developers at the state level occur for pur-
pose of subsidizing rural areas, a s ubsidy at the expense of the Utah's natural 
resources? Environmental impact aside, this form of subsidy is not quite as 
extreme as direct transfer payments which forever give "aid" to poverty 
stricken areas. It can at least be called a step forward in that it, altruistically 
enough, appears to "help people help themselves." But for how long? If the 
developed area fails as a functional economic entity, public investment is lost. 
Viable or functional economic areas need be recognized, and economic, as well 
as environmental, capacity established for location of recreational urbanization. 
Authors of "The Role of Water in Regional Economic Development" (Lewis et 
al., 1971) have recognized this fallacy in such subsidized rural development: 
Without the ability to achieve a "critical mass" (to borrow from 
nuclear energy terminology) a continued subsidization will be necessary 
or the development will falter as market forces come to bear and take 
their toll of the inefficient. A further key is the willingness and ability 
to nurture faltering investments a few years hence. Who is willing to 
bear the costs year after year and even decade after decade of an un-
economic investment that must be constantly shored-up over its entire 
life? (Lewis et al . , 1971, p. 1:6) 
Placing recreational developments in areas of economic capacity would 
be comparable to, in the language of Lewis et al. (1971), placing a sewing ma-
chine in the hands of one strong, young woman rather than handing a dollar per 
day to each of one hundred weak, old women. If every day a dollar of public 
investment is handed to each of one hundred old women, the women will have 
barely survived at the end of an investment period, say three years . The women 
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have not been productive; they have only been kept alive . On the other hand, if 
the investment capital is used to purchase a sewing machine for one strong, 
yoWJg woman, productivity res ults. Economic spillovers would soon occur. The 
young woman might need to hire several older women to do piecemeal work, such 
as button holes. Older women would become productive, and at the end of three 
years net benefits would result from public investment. 
Negative economic impact. Negative economic impact via recreational 
urbanization can certainly result, especially in terms of drain on community 
services, already documented in the previous sections of this chapter. Buyers 
of recreational land incur increasing cost. However, extensive development 
can necessitate that services be provided collectively , in which case they be-
come public projects (Gilmore and Walsh, 1971) . 
A further problem arises in the purely hypothetical nature of 
many r evenues and costs. That is, the actual amoWJt of additional 
costs and revenues are dependent on so many possible and undeter-
minable developments that their future relationship can only be made 
from educated guesses. (Gilmore and Waslh, 1971, p. 2) 
Taylor (1971, p. 3) discussed negative economic effects of urbanization 
on rural communities in California: 
In rural coWJties, supervisors and planning commissioners are 
farmers, small businessmen, realtors, land developers . When the 
well-paid professionals hired by corporate developers come into the 
coWJty, local officials begin to dream of a greatly increased tax base, 
more tax revenues. But the overwhelming size, scope and complexity 
of a $40 or $50 million, urbanized project soon swamps coWJty govern-
ment . 
In Tuolumee County, Earl Magwoode is the total planning staff. 
The county now has 20,000 recreational subidivision lots developed and 
Magwoode says, "We're so far behind, I need at least two years to 
catch up. We are $2 million behind in our road work, ahd there 
probably isn't enough water available to meet the demands of the 
existing s ubdivisions, if they are built up." He estimated it will 
cost $50 million to develop adequate water supplies. (Taylor, 
1971, p. 3) 
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Property tax revenues. One account of economic impact of recreational 
urbanization easiest to document is increased property tax revenues. Table 18 
documents 1972 county assessments on recreational subdivision real estate, 
not including improvements, based on the average assessment rates of unim-
proved rural lots. As shown, the 1972 county-wide tax assessment rates on 
unimproved lots was less than one-half the county-wide rates in Davis, Tooele, 
Utah, and Weber counties. It is true that differences in community services 
exist between unimproved rural lots and lots within more urban districts, but 
such differences should be reflected in district mill levies, not assessment 
rates. 
Although Utah is now following a state-wide reassessment program every 
five to seven years, administered by Utah State Tax Commission (USTC), lag 
time of five to seven years will affect assessment losses similar to those in 
Table 18 because rural counties are not able to cope with assessments of recre-
ational urbanization. For example, a county might have a 1972 assessment of 
recreational real estate in the amount of five million dollars, at a 20 percent 
rate. With a mill levy of 55 mills, property tax revenue from land development 
is $275,000. Six years later, in 1978, actual assessment should be at a level 
of at least 11 million dollars as a result of an (assumed) average annual increase 
in the price of land of 20 percent. An 11 million dollar assessment at the same 
mill levy would result in tax revenues of $605,000, for a loss of $330,000 in 
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Table 18 . 1972 property tax assessments on recreational subdivisions in Utah 
counties at the average rate of assessment for unimproved rural lots 
compared to the average county-wide rates 
Assessment values of 
recreational subdivi-
sions (dollars), 1972 
Value of Average Average At average At 
recreational assessment assessment assessment county-
subdivisions rates of rates of rates of wide 
in 1972 unimproved entire unimproved assessment 
County dollars rural lots (%)a county (%f rural lots rates 
Beaver 2,914,240 5.67 12.38 165,237 360,783 
Box Elder 4,656,177 8.10 14.13 377,150 657,918 
Cache 631,300 8. 53 14.13 53,850 89,203 
Carbon 1,740,241 8.10 14. 22 140,960 247,462 
Daggett 1,832,610 20.77 18.70 380,633 342,698 
Davis 73,780 5.66 13.37 4,176 9,864 
Duchesne 11, 593, 079 18.00 18.70 2, 086,754 2,167,906 
Emery 165,590 19.28 20.71 31,926 34, 294 
Garfield 3,026,965 16.11 17.42 487,644 527,297 
Iron 15,370,257 9. 63 ll. 29 1,480,156 1,735,302 
Juab ~. 7'/6, 480 14.50 14. 81 40~,590 411, 19'/ 
Kane 15,383,856 17.46 18.10 2,686,021 2,784,478 
Millard 1,565,516 17.61 12.65 275,687 198,038 
Morgan 1,942,079 16.67 17.64 323,745 342,583 
Rich 2,61~,764 18.76 17.65 490,155 461, 153 
Salt Luke 1,020,315 14.27 15.94 145,599 162,638 
Sanpete 10,933,699 12.05 13 . 05 1,317, 511 1,426,848 
Sevier 416,500 9.78 15.54 40,734 64,724 
Summit 16,165,309 17.52 14.55 2,832,162 2,352,052 
Tooele 19,074,267 5.10 11.87 972,788 2, 264, 115 
Utah 17,625,482 7.05 14.98 1,242,596 2,640,297 
Wasatch 21,043,945 16.66 16.74 3, 505,921 :3,522,756 
Wash-
ington 5:J. 288. G98 7.91 10.05 4,215,13G 5,:155,514 
Wayne 15G,528 18.00 18.74 28' 175 29,333 
Weber 5,826,873 4.91 12.53 286,099 730,107 
Average 11.91 15.08 
Total 211, 836, 550 25,229,733 28,918,560 
aUtah State Tax Commission (1972). 
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taxes for 1978 due to l ag time . Table 18 documents property assessment for 
land onl y; improvements included would result in much greater assessment 
losses because homes are valued much higher than land. Also, the $330, 000 
l oss in county taxes is for one year in six only. 
Another problem is that USTC (La nabee and Graham, 1973) does not 
believe l ots should be assessed at the sale price if speculation is obvious. Utah 
property is assessed on an ad valorem, or value added, basis . According to 
the property tax manual of USTC (1970, p. 1), "'Value' and 'full cash value' 
mean the amount at which the property would be taken in payment of a just debt 
due from a solvent debtor." American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers 
(AIREA, 1967, p . 21) defines market value as "The price at which a willing 
seller would sell and a willing buye r would buy, neither being under a br,wrmal 
pressure." Furthermore, court s generally rely upon prices paid for com-
parable properties as the major evidence of value (AIREA, 1967) . Therefore, 
notwithstanding s peculation , if hundreds of comparable lots are selling for 
$6,000, it seems reasonable to assign $6,000 as market value. Developers 
and buye r s alike are financed by banks, a fact which appears to meet debt 
requirements of USTC's definition of value. USTC's position could be justified 
for subdivisions which have no buildout rate over a period of many years , but 
lower taxes only promote speculation, development, and speculative develop-
ments. As the cost of holding land remains low, the land r ent, or net return 
to speculators and speculative developers, remains high . 
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Considerable tax revenues are therefore lost each year due to these low 
assessments. According to the Iron County Commission chairman, "The county 
doesn't get enough in taxes from the lots sold to pay for the paperwork of billing 
the owners." (Salt Lake Tribune, July 8, 1973, p. B-3) Thus the low assess-
ments amount to the subsidizing of owners of undeveloped rural lots by other 
county residents. Beaver County, for example, lost $12,814 in tax revenues 
in 1972 due to its low assessment rate of 5. 67 percent on unimproved rural lots 
as opposed to its 12. 38 percent county-wide rate (Table 19). 
For purpose of clarifying economic impact in terms of property tax 
revenues generated from land developments, a special case study was conducted 
in Iron County, results presented in the following chapter. Study results con-
cluded that Iron County is subsidizing California and Nevada ownership of 
Southern Utah mountain property through differential assessment. 
State filing fees. Although county residents have taken the greater 
measure of the property tax crunch as a result of recreational development, 
state residents have also had a share because 4. 6 mills have been levied against 
county assessments for state school purposes (Table 19) . Furthermore, state 
residents subsidize developers by supporting administrative costs of URED, 
costs which are not paid in full measure by developers for URED services to 
developers. In addition, the URED system of fees has promoted development 
of more lots, resulting in a negative impact on Utah's public natural resources 
as well as on Utah's public purse. 
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Table 19. 1972 property (land) tax lost on recreational subdivisions in Utah 
counties due to rate of assessment based on unimproved rural lots 
rather than average county-wide rate 
Assessment difference (loss) 1972 tax levy Tax 
County between county-wide assess- for county and difference 
ment and unimproved rural school purposes (loss) 
lot assessmenta (mills)b dollarsc 
Beaver 195,546 65.530 12, 814 
Box Elder 280,768 55 . 500 15, 582 
Cache 35,353 57.090 2,018 
Carbon 106, 502 64.140 6, 831 
Daggett no loss 47.250 no loss 
Davis 5, 688 62.000 352 
Duchesne 81,152 49.372 4,006 
Emery 2, 368 50.440 119 
Garfield 39,653 41.949 1,663 
Iron 255 , 146 53 . 250 13, 586 
Juab 8, 607 57.750 497 
Kane 98,457 50.730 4,994 
Millard no loss 54.250 no loss 
Morgan 18,838 60.120 1,132 
Hich no loss 39 .896 no l oss 
Salt Lake 17,039 71. 365d 1,215 
Sanpete 109,337 60. 850 6,653 
Sevier 23,990 52.900 1,269 
Summit no loss 46.936d no loss 
Tooel e 1,291,327 53 .250 68,763 
Utah 1,397,701 57 . 775d 80,752 
Wasatch 16,835 56.420 949 
wa~hington 1,140,378 57.050 65,058 
Wayne 1,158 41,230 47 
Weber 444,008 70.470 31,289 
State 5, 5(i9, 851 4.GOO 25,G21 
Total 345,210 
aColumn four subtracted from column five , Table 18. 
bUtah Taxpayers Association ( 1972). Included special water conservation 
districts, and other special di strict levies for some counties. 
0 Assessment loss times levy in mills times . 001. 
d Average county levy for counties with two or more county school districts. 
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State fee for registration of a subdivision was increased in rnid-1972 
from $75 per subdivision to $150 per subdivision plus $1 per lot. Notwithstand-
ing the increase, aggregate fees as a percent of aggregate gross sales actually 
decreased (Table 20). Also, magnitude of the fee charged developers, when 
measured as a percent of developers' gross sales, amounted to only . 00012 
percent in 1972 (Table 20). Constant fees, both fixed ($150 per subdivision) 
and variable ($1 per lot), are a subsidy to large developments . Table 21 illus-
trates fees in terms of developers' cost schedules. Average total cost (total 
cost divided by output, where output is number of lots developed) is shown for 
different size developments. A large developer has a smaller total cost per lot 
to pay because fixed cost is spread over many more lots . Under Utah's present 
system, a developer with 10 lots pays the state $16.00 per lot, whereas a 
developer with 1, 000 lots pays $1.14 per lot (Table 21). Average total cost 
curve under this system falls asymptotically (much like normal average fixed 
cost curves) rather than decreasing and then increasing . Therefore, cost in-
creases to developers (AC') due to fees, fall asymptotically to developers' 
original average total cost curves (AC), shown in Figure 27. 
In Figure 27, solid AC and MC curves are developer's cost curves 
prior to including filing fees and would include such costs as land, labor, im-
provements, promotion, and management. Broken AC and MC curves (AC' and 
MC') are developer's cost curves after inclusion of registration fees. Ratio of 
ante-fee curves and post-fee curves are exaggerated in Figure 27 in order to 
make clear the effects. However, post-fee curves are to scale within the 
Table 20 . State registration fees as a percent of gross sales of recreational subdivisions in utah, 1962-72 
State fee a system : $State $Value or State fee 
Year #Sub # Lots $/Sub fee gross as a % 
$/Lot sales of gross sales 
1962 14 7,650 35/S 490 10,898,840 .00004 
1963 14 2, 285 35/S 490 2,343,624 0 00021 
1964 17 2,801 35/S 595 4,731,762 0 00013 
1965 21 1,584 35/ S 735 2,910 , 847 0 00025 
1966 20 3,356 35/S 700 5,737 ,025 0 00012 
1967 22 6,027 35/ S 770 8,320,673 0 00009 
1968 21 3,983 35/S 735 5,002,238 0 00015 
1969 39 4,262 55/Sb 2, 145 13, 505,404 0 00016 
1970 64 8,023 75/ S 8, 210c 33,128,060 0 00025 
1971 39 8,637 75/ S 4,650c 20,135 ,505 0 00023 
1972 63 14,108 150/ S, 1/L 10,834c 87,694,690 0 00012 
-- --- ---
Average 90/S or • 48/L 0 00016 
Total 334 62,716 30,354 194,408,668 
aBarron (1973). 
b Averages of $35/S and $75/S due to a mid-year change in fees. 
c Actual dollars received rather than multiples of sub/Jots and respective fees. 
... 
... 
... 
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Table 21. Utah registration fees for subdivisions in terms of cost schedules 
for the firm, using $150 fixed fee and $1 per lot variable fee 
Output Dollars 
Total Average Average Average Marginal 
cost fixed variable total cost 
cost cost cost 
10 160 15.00 1 16.00 
20 170 7 . 50 1 8.50 
30 180 5.00 6.00 
40 190 3.75 4 . 75 
50 200 3.00 4 . 00 
60 210 2.50 3.50 
70 220 2.14 3.14 
80 230 1. 88 2.88 
90 240 1. 67 2 . 67 
100 250 1. 50 l 2.50 
100 250 1. 50 2.50 
200 350 1. 50 2.50 
300 450 . 50 1. 50 
400 550 .38 1. 38 
500 650 .30 1. 30 
600 750 . 25 1 1. 25 
700 850 . 21 1. 21 
800 950 . 19 1. 19 
900 1,050 .17 1 1. 17 1 
1,000 1,150 .15 1. 15 1 
1,000 1,150 .15 1. 15 
2,000 2,150 .08 1. 08 
3,000 3, 150 • 05 1. 05 
4,000 4,150 .04 1. 04 
5, 000 5,150 • 03 1. 03 
"' tl 
0 
u 
0 100 
Fee: $150 fixed plus 
$1 per lot 
Market rice of lots equal MR equal AR 
MC 
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200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1,000 
Number of lots developed (output) 
Figure 27. Til ustration of change in output and net return using a constant 
fee per subdivision and a constant fee per lot (Table 20). 
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diagram. For example, MC is increased by $1 at an output of 100 lots as well 
as 1, 000 lots, while AC is increased by $2.50 and $1. 15 at outputs of 100 lots 
and 1, 000 lots, respectively. Because change in MC schedule is constant at 
only $1, it will have very little, if any, effect on output. One dollar is a very 
small percentage of a developer's MC schedule, and with such a small shift in 
the MC curve, developer would likely not cut back as much as one lot. (A small 
cut back is shown in Figure 27 because of exaggeration of $1 shift compared to 
original MC curve.) As a result, Utah's present system actually promotes 
development of more lots. 
Although cost of URED's operation is not included herein, it is obvious 
that office overhead alone due to development is far greater than fees paid by 
developers--$10, 834 in 1972 (Table 20) . As a result, a large share of de-
velopers' costs is paid by the Utah public, by means of public taxes . 
Utah Legislature did, in 1973, take steps to correct the problem of public 
subsidization of developers' subdivis ion registrations. Legislature passed 
Senate Bill Number 165, "Utah Uniform Land Sales Practice Act," effective 
August 1, 1973, which requires developers to pay a filing fee of $75 plus an 
additional $1 per lot and a deposit of $300 to cover all examination costs and 
expenses incurred by URED (Clyde et . al., 1973) . If URED finds that the $300 
is insufficient to meet all costs and expenses of examining the subdivision, 
developers must pay actual costs . Likewise, developers whose cost toURED 
falls below $300 will receive a refund of money not used. Although the new Jaw 
takes the burden of developers' initial subdivision examination costs from the 
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public, it does not require developer payments for examination of additional 
subdivided lands filed subsequently to initial registration. A developer may 
consolidate subsequent subdivisions with any earlier registration for an addi-
tional fee of only $25 plus $1 per lot and no examination cost. Because 
examination costs are more significant than filing fees, a wise developer who 
wants to register 1, 000 lots will initially file 10 lots and pay a small examina-
tion cost. Soon after, he can file 990 lots by fling an application for consolida-
tion and paying the filing fee but no examination cost. Also, as explained 
earlier, a fee structure of $75 plus $1 per lot and $25 plus $1 per lot is a 
subsidy to large developers and promotes development of more lots--at the 
expense of Utah's natural and economic environments. 
Social and cultural impact 
Major social and cultural impact of recreational urbanization is the influx 
of outsiders into a rural settlement. Impact can be positive or negative, or a 
combination. For example, new community leadership, in the form of retire-
ment persons, could be an asset to the community. On the other hand, a large 
influx of senior citizens could cause resentment among younger persons, due to 
a change in community goals, as well as place a burden on community health 
facilities. Influx of former residents of Los Angeles and Las Vegas might pose 
special problems of conflict in values for rural settlements in Southern Utah 
which are primarily agricultural and Mormon. Also, a change in business 
environment can change social and cultural environments. Another social effect 
is community service provisions: 
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Average health care and facilities may be augmented or decreased. 
Population increase, without attracting more doctors, dentists, and 
auxiliary medical personnel, will place increased burden on existing 
facilities and personnel and decrease available average health care. 
(Gilmore and Walsh, 1971, p. 2) 
Political impact 
Significant magnitude of recreational urbanization can vest greater 
political power with special interest groups, especially realtors. Result is a 
greater distortion of the plurality system of American government. One Utah 
county with extensive development has a planning commission chairman with 
vested interest in recreational subdivisions. A California legislative com-
mittee (Taylor, 1971, p. 3) found thirty-one percent of the county planning 
commissioners in the state have "at least a direct beneficial interest in 
(commission) decisions . •. (and there) is strong evidence that planning com-
missions, as presently structured and regulated, potentially can be utilized in 
a manner contrary to public interest." Detailed example s of political impacts 
are documented in Appendix C. Extensive development might also result in 
tougher zoning regulations and performance requirements by governing bodies, 
if objective com missioners are in office. 
Environmental impact 
Faced with declining revenues and increasing costs, rural county plan-
nillg commissioners are not apt to take a long view when developers offer 
conversion of grazing lands into ski resorts, country clubs, and planned unit 
developments. Much like California's case, Utah planning commissioners have 
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been heavily in favor of economic progress, but painfully short of ecological 
insight (Taylor, 1971, p. 3). Overtax of the environment can result in serious 
problems of erosion, sedimentation, vegetation damage, and water pollution. 
Fish habitat, wildlife, and recreation are also adversely affected. Walsh (1972) 
estimated that 408,000 acres have been lost for wildlife habitat in the Western 
United States as a result of 2. 7 million acres used for seasonal housing sites. 
Walsh calculated from Colorado Game, Fish and Parks Division indications that 
more than one house per ten acres of land destroys wildlife habitat. 1n addition, 
forest fire hazards are created by recreational urbanization, especially in 
mountainous areas. 
Major environmental impacts. Although this study has not documented 
environmental impact in detail, photos and figures of the CDC (1971a) study 
should be evidence enough for Utah legislators and planners of the important 
implications. Major factors of recreational urbanization which CDC (1971a, 
p. 18) attributes to causing environmental impacts are: 
Removal or damage of vegetation on construction sites 
Grading of land for homesites, roads, and utilities 
Alteration of natural drainage patterns 
Creation of impervious surfaces by the construction of roads and homes 
Preemption of land use 
Introduction of people and vehicles 
Disposal of wastes 
(CDC, 1971, p. 18) 
CDC's list of "major environmental impacts of urbanization on foothill 
and mountainous lands" is shown in Table 22. General environmental impact 
implications for Utah are evidenced from tables in previous section of this 
Table 22. Major environmental impacts of urbanization on foothill and mountainous lands a 
Beneficial environmental impacts 
Positive environmental impacts may be achieved· 
through proper planning and design of urban de-
velopment. 
Well-conceived plans and designs can reduce 
flood, fire, and erosion hazards, minimize 
wildlife habitat disturbance and increase recre-
ational opportunities while properly located 
development in the foothill and mountainous 
areas can serve to conserve prime agricultural 
land in the valleys . 
acne (197la, p. 3) 
Detrimental environmental impacts 
Accelerated erosion and sedimentation 
Loss of vegetative cover 
Polluted water 
Loss of fish and wildlife 
Overuse and loss of recreational areas 
Diminished s urface water 
Reduced groundwater recharge 
Reduced storage capacities in reservoirs 
Increased flood hazard 
Diminished grazing and timber lands 
Scarred landscape 
Greater fire hazard 
Loss of multiple use of land resources 
Changed plant communities 
Severed access to public lands, streams and lakes 
Intensified air pollution 
..... 
..... 
"' 
chapter, dealing with lack of provisions for community services , especially 
storm drainage, disposal of wastes, and fire protection. 
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Soil erosion and sedimentation. A single urbani zation activity can set 
off a chain reaction of negative environmental impact. For example, construc-
tion of roads and clearing for homesites removes or damages vegetation, which 
causes soil erosion, which causes sedimentation, which causes loss of fi sh, 
which causes loss of public and private recreational opportunities. And of all 
the activities associated with recreational subdivisions, road construction has 
the most devastating impact on soil mantle (CDC, 1971b, p. 19). Figure 28 
shows the relative amount of erosion emanating from three basic types of roads 
in the Lake Tahoe Bas in of California, where, of sheet and road erosion, road-
ways account for 78 percent of the sediment. Furthermore, 61 percent of the 
sediment in the Lake Tahoe Bas in caused by roads is a direct r esult of sub-
division roads, which are comparable to Utah's subdivision roads. Table 23 
shows a comparison of erosion rates fo r various conditions in different parts 
of the United States. Road construction results in an e rosion rate 10 times the 
norm al rate from cultivated lands, 200 times that from gras s land, and 2, 000 
times that from forest land, with the r esultant sedimentation rates increased 
by the same factors. 
Preemption of public land use. Composite compute r map in Figure 29 
illustrates the spatial relation ship between Utah recreational subdivisions and 
federal land . All non-federal lands are s hown on the map with a dot. Other 
symbols are the same devel opment intensity categories as given on the map in 
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Figure 28. Roadway erosion in the Upper Truckee River--Trout Creek 
Watershed, Lake Tahoe Basin, California. (CDC, 1971, p. 20) 
Table 23. Comparison of erosion rates for various conditions (CDC, 1971, 
p. 23) 
Place 
Scott Run Basin, Fairfax 
County, Virginia 
Upper Truckee River 
Lake Tahoe 
Northeast Forest Ex-
perimental Station 
Lake Barcroft, 
Washington, D. C. 
Maryland 
Condition 
Highway construction. 
Highway and subdi-
vision roads. 
Urban development. 
Residential 
construction. 
Subdivisions and 
highways. 
Erosion rate 
2, 000 times forest land. 
200 times grassland. 
10 times cultivated land. 
5 times sheet erosion. 
5 to 10 times forested 
area. 
100 to 250 times 
normal. 
5 to 500 times rural or 
woodland. 
121 
............................................................................... , ······· 
~=.· ----- :::::::::::::::::;::•::::::: :~I,-~.-) ::._·. ~:·~.·. 
;!.""";l."""il"."il:"""il:"""!i! ,:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: L ]i,;"''":: ... i .. i11!!1;:H.i·:.::=.:ni!!lm!ij· __ ·l 
11~ ···~· .· ::. ··:::r··:::[f[i··~~:;;·,.'·'"··:............... ~· ~ -
l .. 
1
jj
11 
::: ... :;:;:: [[[;;j j ~i~jjjiillli::i1~;~iii,. .. ....... · ............... :: ! .... ::~:::~~-· ~~~~U!j:~ ! 
: ==;::~::: llwl:"l!lir~~~1!!i!'!:!m; ..... · · =~ I . . · i 
·-= .. =. :")!I!,)!!!!I!L.: , : .... : 
.. '.; .. ~::,~!!<' ~::;;'1:: -'; ' 
........................................... . ::: !:::)iii!!!! !<: :: ~= ~ 
,';:::::==~ == ,,• •••••• ~:;,, •• ..••••. , •••••••••• • •••••••• •••••::::u: •• ••••u. 
·"H;;;;;:o;:T''''''''"···· /' . ', 
!!I!!:_" . .. !.. : ... 1. 
~••••••••nooooo•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••: ' ' • o 
:: __ -:: .. -. ___ . __ .__ ·_= ·.·_:_:,_· ·. 0. ········: 0 ~ ••••••••• 0 0 0 •• 0 ••••••••• 0 ••• ••••• • ••• •••• 0 ••••• • • •••• : :_~·-· •• ••• •••••••••••••••••• ~-
~ ; : :~ 
~r•••••••••u•••••••••••••••••••••··::;::····~:·;;: .. , ...... ..... '··•·••••:::::······•·••oo••oo•••"""""'""'•"""::" • 
·-·----·--l .. :::::::::::::!~j=~:: ll!!!l!!~~~~~~~!~li'i1:!~!!i 
1 liiii:;·'""::;illl;~~; ........................................................ , I 
Figure 29. Map II - Locations of townships with recreational development 
with non-federal lands shown with. 
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Figure 20 of this chapter. Development symbols which are all-encompassed, 
or encompassed in part, by white show recreational development within, or 
adjacent to, federal lands. Generally speaking, Utah lands which are richest 
in natural resources and scenic beauty are on, or within, the borders of federal 
lands. Cache National Forest, Wasatch National Forest, Uintah National 
Forest, Dixie National Forest, Zion National Park, and Cedar Breaks National 
Monument are federal lands which have a high rate of recreational subdivision 
activity at or within their borders. 
Table 24 shows the five counties with the greatest number of recrea-
tional subdivision lots and the corresponding percent of public acres (state and 
federal) for each county. Table 25 demonstrates the same in terms of recre-
ational subdivision acres. Table 45 in Appendix C gives federal, state, private, 
and total acreage for all Utah counties, plus percentage of acres which are pub-
lic. 
Lease of State Lands to Developers 
In view of its uncertain economic future, Beaver County petitioned Utah 
Division of State Lands (UDSL), Department of Natural Resources, for approval 
of a four-season residential and recreational development (Mt. Holly) on state 
school sections within Fishlake National Forest, Southern Utah. 
Environmental impact statement 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 requires environmental im-
pact statements for all federal projects or any project which affects fed eral 
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Table 24 . Five Utah counties with the greatest number of recreational subdi -
vision lots and corresponding public acreage as a percent of total 
county 
County 
Iron 
Washington 
Duchesne 
Sanpete 
Wasatch 
aT able 45, Appendix c. 
Number of 
recreational subdivis ion 
lots 
10,447 
7,186 
6,194 
6,082 
4,584 
Public land as a 
percent of total 
countya 
65% 
81% 
43% 
42% 
47% 
Table 25. Five Utah counties with the greatest number of recreational sub-
division actes and corresponding public acreage as a percent of 
total county 
County 
Box Elder 
Duchesne 
Summit 
Wasatch 
Iron 
a T able 45, Appendix C. 
Number of 
recreational subdivision 
lots 
58 , 242 
34, 381 
27,773 
21,594 
19, 389 
Public land as a 
percent of total 
countya 
44% 
43% 
44% 
47% 
65% 
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possessions. Many state land use acts now require statements for development 
of any areas designated "critical," to include lands within national forest 
boundaries. However, environmental impact statements are both costly and 
time consuming. u.s. Forest Service's opposition to development of Mt. Holly 
is documented in Carpenter's (1971a and 197lb) environmental impact reports . 
The Color Country Chapter of the Society of American Foresters investigated 
the Mt. Holly state land lease and reported its findings in a letter to the Gover-
nor. Full content of the le tter can be found in Appendi x C. 
Economic feasibility 
Economic feasibility of leasing state lands to private land developers 
should be eval uated . Such leases amount to public resource allocation and in-
vestment, and program is required by law to be the most economically desirable 
of all possible alternatives. UDSL has, to date, leased state school sections to 
two land developers in Beaver County, both located within national forest boun-
daries: Arrowhead Corporation in 1965 and Leisure Sports (Mt. Holly) in 1970. 
UDSL 's procedures are questionable. Firest, no sealed bidding or public 
acution methods were used. How were Arrowhead and Leisure Sports selected 
as optimum choices for allocation of state resources? Second, no public hear-
ings were held for either developments. As indicated by letters on public file 
with UDSL, political lobbying by at least one developer gave strong impetus to 
selection. Third, dollar value of economic impact was not forecasted. If 
economic impact is a basis for selection, then it should be measured. Arrow-
head has proven to have a very small buildout rate. Benefit-cost analysis 
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framework for Mt. Holly is shown in Appendix C. Obvious from the framework, 
economic impact studies are as costly and time consuming as environmental 
impact statements. Worse still, they require cooperation of developers and 
local governments. 
Property tax revenues. Particularly interesting in the case of a state 
land lease to a developer is the fact that developed land is not subject to local 
taxation because it is state owned. Improvements will be taxed, if and when 
l:md is improved. In the meantime, the land is a property tax shelter for 
speculators, and the change in ownership from state to private has caused no 
real economic impact for the county . 
Mt. Holly's initial phase of development includes 184 lots at an average 
selling price of $6, 800 per lot. Total assessment of land at a 20 percent rate 
would be $250, 240 . At Beaver County's 1972 mill levy of 65.53 mills, land 
taxes received by Beaver would be $16,398. Under agreement of the lease 
(UDSL, 1970), State of Utah will receive the following annual rentals from 
Leisure Sports: (1) $1. 50 per acre for all vacant and unimproved lands; (2) 
$50 per lot for all lots s ubleased for private homesites; (3) $150 per lot for 
all lots subleased for multiple-family dwellings or commercial hotels and 
lodges; and (4) 1 percent of annual gross receipts derived from state land, 
not including receipts from subleases by developer. Developer plans for 166 
residential and 18 commercial lots. When all lots do have homesites, State 
of Utah will receive about $11, 000 plus 1 percent of gross receipts annually. 
Compared to developer's projected gross sales (subleases) from lots in the 
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amount of $1,251,200, annual rental fees are small. Although developer will 
also receive a return from ski and commercial operations, the record shows 
ski resort owners earn a very small return on investment the first five to ten 
years of operation due to high improvement costs . Private subleases do not 
pay property taxes or fees to the state or county while holding land in specula-
tion. 
CHAPTER VI 
CASE STUDY 
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Subsidizing California and Nevada Ownership of Southern Utah Mountain 
Property through Differential Assessment: A Case Study of Brian 
Head Ski Resort in Iron County, Utah 
Background of the problem 
Southern Utah is characteristic of mountain land development in Utah 
and other western states. Developers purchase mountain ranches for around 
$250 per acre , subdivide the land into one-half acre lots, obtain approval from 
county officials eager for tourist trade, and promote package deals through 
urban media at prices as high as $6, 000 per acre. This is an attractive offer 
even at the high price since, in addition to the usual amenities of mountain land, 
Southern Utah also offers Brian Head, a well developed ski resort, and several 
additional ski areas currently in construction. 
The l and boom in Iron County, Utah during the last decade (over 10 ,000 
lots developed) has resulted in out-of-state ownership of about 86 percent of the 
mountain property, with California and Nevada residents accounting for 7 6 per-
cent of the ownership (Table 26 and Figure 30) . Prime mountain recreational 
land is surely one of Utah's most pri?.ed natural resources. Important questions 
currently being asked are: What is the carrying capacity of the area? What is 
the optimum density of recreational homes? What will be the impact on the 
Table 26 . Number of mountain lots developed, sold, and their 01mership by state in vicinity of Brian Head Ski 
Resort, Iron County, Utah 
Number of Number of Lot ownership 
Development lots lots Nevada Other Total 
name developed sold Utah California Nevada and Calif. out-of-state out-of-state 
Brian Head 134 80 10 40 22 62 8 70 
Cedar Breaks 
Mtn. Estates 296 135 13 40 69 109 13 122 
Cedar Breaks 
Mt. Home sites 158 102 15 40 41 81 6 87 
Ski Haven 
Chalets 89 23 5 3 4 7 11 18 
Ski Haven 
Estates 65 12 1 10 1 11 0 11 
Ski Line 
Sites 13 7 5 2 0 2 0 2 
Ski View 
Estates 49 41 9 11 20 31 1 32 
Sunset Mountain 
Subdivision 36 16 0 14 0 14 2 16 
-
Totals 840 416 58 160 157 317 41 358 
Percentage of 
Total Lots Sold 100% 14% 38% 38% 76% 10% 86% 
.... 
"' ()) 
76% 
California and Nevada 
Figure 30. Ownership of mountain lots sold in vicinity of Brian Ski Resort, 
Iron County, Utah. 
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demand for community services? Will the economic benefits be greater than 
the costs? Will development destroy the very resources which make the area 
attractive? Ad infinitum. 
This case study does not concern itself with all social, political, eco-
nomic, and environmental ramifications of these development questions . It is 
an expost examination of only one aspect: assessment and taxation of mountain 
recreational property. 
Objectives 
The objectives of the case study were to examine the tax base generated 
by mountain recreational developments in Iron County, utah and its impact on 
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the county economy and the tax payments of county residents. Specific objec-
tives were as follows: 
(1) Tax Inequities. To identify any existing inequities between property 
assessment of mountain developments and urban and rural property. 
(2) Tax Alternatives. To make an economic analysis of county tax 
alternatives in order to provide county planners with information 
required for achieving county goals. 
(3) New Tax Law. To examine the possible effects of the new state 
audit on property assessment and development of new taxation 
procedures. 
Procedures 
The Brian Head ski area in Iron County was chosen as the case study. 
Land is being sold and developed quickly in the vicinity of ski areas. Ski area 
land has a high market value and thus should display a significant impact on 
county tax roles. 
Area of study included all developments within the northern portion of 
Township 36 South, Range 9 West, the heart of Brian Head ski developments. 
Also included was the "Ski View Estates" subdivision just north of the township 
along state highway 143 between Parowan and Brian Head . 
The following data were collected for each development: total acreage; 
number of units; number of lots; number of acres and feet of road frontage 
for each lot; lot ownership; and a~sessment of each lot for 1972. Data were 
taken from the plats and files on public record in the offices of the County 
Recorder and County Assessor. 
Results and discussion 
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Tax inequities. Results indicate a loss of county tax revenue and inequi-
ties of taxation due to under assessment of recreational properties. Inequities 
exist not only between subdivision residents and valley residents, but also among 
subdivision residents. 
Brian Head ski area includes about 2, 000 acres of private land sur-
rounded by the Dixie National Forest. One third of the area has been subdivided 
into mountain cabin sites. Most of the development in this area is within eight 
major subdivisions, totaling 840 lots. Tax records show that all but 8 lots are 
equally assessed at only $150 each. The remaining eight are assessed at $100 
each. According to developers, the selling price (assumed to be a close ap-
proximation of market value) of each lot is four to six thousand dollars. Thus, 
lots are assessed at only 3 percent of the average of $5, 000/lot market value. 
Average for the county is 14 percent, and many county residents are assessed 
between 15 and 20 percent. Average for the State of utah is 15 percent (utah 
State Tax Commission, 1972). 
Lots are assessed at $150 and $100 regardless of the lot size or 
frontage. Therefore, there exists considerable $/acre and $/ foot-frontage 
assessment differentials (Table 27) within developed units (maximum differ-
ence of $533/acre and $7. 05/ft.), within subdivisions ($552/acre and $7. 16/ft.), 
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Table 27 . Maximum $/acre and $/foot-frontage assessment differentials 
within units and subdivisions 
Maximum assessment differentials 
Subdivision Units Subdivisions 
Brian Head $346/ ac $2.12 ft 
A $331/ac $2.12/ft 
B $328/ ac $1. 07 / ft 
c $346/ac $1. 88/ft 
Cedar Breaks $552/ac $7. 16/ft 
Mtn. Estates 
A $400/ac $7.05/ft 
B $370/ ac $2. 11/ ft 
c $533/ac $2. 79/ft 
Cedar Breaks $341/ac $3.41/ft 
Mtn. Homesites $317/ac $3. 28/ft 
A $220/ac $1. 54/ft 
B $297/ ac $2. 16/ft 
c $149/ac $1. 36/ft 
Ski Haven Chalets $439/ac $5. 95/ft 
A $439/ ac $1. 86/ft 
B $354/ ac $5.95/ft 
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and within the township area ($585/acre and $7. 24/ft.). At the 1972 county plus 
state mill levies of 57.85 mills, this results in as much as $34/acre 
(.05785 x $585/acre) and $0.42/ft. (. 05785 x $7.24/ft.) more tax paid by the 
owner of the smallest acreage or shortest frontage than the owner of the largest 
or longest. 
If these 840 lots were assessed at the county-wide average of 14 percent, 
Iron County would gain $462, 000 in assessed value (the quantity 840 x 5, 000 x 
.14 less the quantity 840 x 5, 000 x. 03), resulting in $24,601 additional county 
revenue ($462, 000 x. 05325) at the 1972 county mill levy of 53.25 mills. Due 
to differential tax assessment, then, these eight subdivisions alone cost the 
residents of Iron County nearly $25, 000 in foregone tax revenue. This amount 
may be viewed as the direct cost to Iron County residents of subsidizing out-of-
state ownership of prime mountain property. Considering low assessment of 
buildings, plus numerous mountain 'subdivisions within the county but outside 
the study area, a very conservative estimate for total assessment loss is one 
million dollars. 
Tax alternatives. A one-million dollar loss of assessment for 1972 
results in a county tax loss of $53,250 and a state tax loss of $4,600, consider-
ing mill levies of 53.25 and 4. 60, respectively. If the county increased the 
assessment of mountain land by one million dollars, the mill levy could be 
lowered by 1. 57 mills, or the increased revenue invested. 
Table 28 outlines the impact of lowering the mill levy by 1. 57 mills, 
from 53.25 to 51.58 mills, which would be sufficient to generate current 
Table 28. Impact on tax districts of lowering the Iron County mill levy by 1. 57 mills due to an increase of 
one million dollars in assessment of mountain subdivision property 
District $ Assessment $Tax at $Tax at $Tax change 
53.25 mills 51. 58 mills 
Total County 32,813,326 1,747,310 
with increase 33,813,326 1,747,473 143 more 
Outside Cities 
and Towns 22,592,009 1,203,024 
with increase 23,592,009 1' 219, 235 16,211 more 
Cedar City 8,857,709 471,673 457' 766 13,904 less 
Parowan 1,072,769 57,125 55,441 1, 684 less 
Paragonah 136, 412 7' 264 7,050 214 less 
Enoch 42,202 2,247 2,181 66 le s s 
Kanarra 112,225 5, 97~ 5,800 176less 
District Totals 32,813,326 1,747,309 
with increase 33,813,326 1,747,473 164 morea 
~ue to rounding . 
~ 
"' .... 
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county revenue if the assessment was increased by one million dollars . The 
non-incorporated cities and towns could then generate increased revenue for 
the county because the additional assessment lies within their tax area. How-
ever, all incorporated districts would have a reduction in county tax revenue. 
These districts could transfer this decrease in tax revenue to the individual 
property owner, but the savings by individual taxpayers would be nominal: 
$4.71 for a $15,000 market value property; $15.70 for a $50,000 value; $31.40 
for a $100, 000 value. On the other hand, the districts could increase their own 
levy by 1. 57 mills, leaving the taxpayer with the same tax burden after the 
county levy has been lowered by 1. 57 mills. This would allow individual dis-
tricts to make new investments in community services, such as health care 
service and police ;:>rotection, or make commercial investments (Table 29) . 
If the county maintains the mill levy at the same rate, additional revenue 
will be available for community investments at the county level (Table 29), or for 
payment of social costs due to mountain developments: sewage, road main-
tenance, administration, etc. If more manpower is required in order to bring 
assessments to the proper level, several assistant assessors could be hired 
at a level where the additional revenue would be greater than or equal to the 
additional cost . 
New tax Jaw. The property assessment rate in Utah is set by law at 30 
percent of market value . In practice, the rate approaches 20 percent in most 
counties. As a result, the 1969 Utah State Legislature passed a law which pro-
vides for a complete state audit and reassessment of all real property every 
Table 29. Return on new investments over 20-year-period for the state of Utah, Iron County , and Iron County tax 
districts due to an increase of one million dollars in property assessment of mountain subdivision 
property in Iron County 
$New $ Return on investment for 20 years @ District 
tax revenue 3% 5% 6% 7% 
(Situation A: Iron County reduces mill levy by 1. 57 mills and each district raises district levy by 1. 57 mills . 
Each district has extra revenue for new investments, and the individual taxpayer pays the same tax.) 
State of Utah 4,600 8,308 12, 205 14,752 17,800 
Total County 0 0 0 0 0 
Outside Cities and Towns 0 0 0 0 0 
Cedar City 13,904 25,112 36 ,891 44, 591 53,802 
Parowan 1,684 3 ,041 4,468 5,400 6,516 
Paragonoh 214 387 568 686 828 
Enoch 66 119 175 211 255 
Kanarra 176 317 467 564 681 
(Situation B: Iron County maintains the same mill levy and retains the extra revenue for new investments. 
Revenues of tax districts as well as individual tax payments are unchanged.) 
State of Utah 
Total County 
4,600 
53,250 
8,308 
96,175 
12,205 
141,288 
14,752 
170,778 
17,800 
206,056 
,.... 
"' 
"' 
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five years. Effect of this law on Iron County will most likely be a decrease in 
the mill levy rather than an increase in revenue ; the purpose of the new law is 
to prevent inequities, not to generate increased revenues (Utah Foundation, 
1972a). 
The new tax law should alleviate much of the inequity and loss of tax 
revenue in the case of mountain subdivisions in Iron County. It is possible that 
with the revenue lost to the state and counties during the past several years due 
strictly to recreational developments, a computerized assessment system for 
the entire state could have been initiated (see Figure 45, Appendix C). 
There are many underlying causes of low assessment that even the new 
law is not likely to solve. The most prominent of these is political. Politicians 
and large political contributors at the local level of government are oftentimes 
local businessmen. A conflict of interests can result, the outcome of which 
can be more beneficial to a few rather than to the community as a whole. An 
appointed assessor based on merit testing, rather than an elected assessor, 
might alleviate some of the political pressure. But the purpose of this study is 
not to delve into political implications in detail. 
Competition exists between several of the southern Utah counties for 
out-of-state buyers of recreational land. Based on total assessed value of land 
and total number of lots sold, Kane County is lowest with $54/lot (Hiskey, 
1972). Garfield County is assessed at $290/lot, and Iron County at $398/ lot. 
However, only Iron County has a ski resort. Despite inter-county competition, 
pressure from Las Vegas and Los Angeles should provide sufficient buyers for 
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all current developers. The California and Nevada buyers have both the ability 
and the willingness to pay. An increase in taxes might decrease speculation but 
would not leave developers hard put for sales. No attempt is made in this case 
study to question justification of the different mill levies or examine cost per 
unit of service for different districts. When a large number of out-of-state 
land owners begin to build, the increased demand on community services will 
bring about serious new problems to be solved by county officials . 
Conclusions 
(1) lnequities exist between assessment rates on mountain recreational 
land owned by California and Nevada residents (average of 3 percent) and both 
rural and urban land owned by Iron County residents (average of 14 percent) . 
(2) Inequities exist between $/ acre and $/ft. --frontage assessment 
rates of owners within the same mountain subdivision . 
(3) Iron County mountain subdivision property is under-assessed by at 
least one million dollars. 
(4) Iron County lost at least $53,250 in tax revenue in 1972 due to low 
assessment rates on mow1tain subdivision property. 
(5) Iron County residents are subsidizing out-of-state ownership, 
especially California and Nevada, of prime mountain property . 
(6) Iron County residents are subsidizing real estate developers oper-
ating in Iron County. 
(7) By increasing the tax assessment on mountain subdivisions, Iron 
County could decrease their mill levy by 1. 57 mills. 
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(8) If the Iron County mill levy is decreased by 1. 57 mills, the effect 
on the individual taxpayer is nominal. The mill levy of individual tax districts 
could be simultaneously increased by L 57 mills and revenue generated for new 
investments, rather than allowing nominal gains to individual taxpayers. 
(9) Higher assessment rates of mountain subdivisions might decrease 
land speculation as well as help prepare Iron County for future demand on com-
munity services when more homes are constructed. 
(10) The new utah Tax Law will likely result in increased and more 
equitable assessment roles, lower mill levies, similar public revenues, and 
similar individual tax payments. 
(11) Since property taxation makes up about 70 percent of the County 
operating budget, assessment rates and tax alternatives are important con-
siderations for Iron County officials and residents. 
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PART IV 
THE ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 
CHAPTER VII 
ALTERNATIVES TOWARD BETTER LAND USE PLANNING, 
CONTROL, AND MANAGEMENT 
Economic Alternatives 
Economics of environmental quality 
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Setting MR equal to MC for environmental quality. Rose (1970, p. 150), 
together with other economists, argues that "In principle, pollution is at an 
optimal level when the cost of additional amelioration would exceed the benefits." 
If by spending a dollar, a mountain developer can save downhill water users at 
least a dollar, he "should do so--from society's point of view." As pointed out 
by Rose, allocation of productive resources is warped by externalities. If a 
mountain subdivider can get by without cleaning up subdivision wastes, hi s 
costs of development are "artificially understated." At the same time, sport 
fishermen may have higher costs (transportation) because of siltation of prime 
fishing streams. CDC (1971) wrote that clearing by one subdivision caused 
extensive sediment in one big stream to the point where 80 percent of aquatic 
life was reduced . Society thus gets relatively too many recreational subdivisions 
and too little good fishing, and sport fishermen in effect subsidize developers 
and recreational lot owners. 
A disposal tax system, a charge placed on the effluent and not on the 
general activity, would make developers assume costs related to pollution. 
142 
Also, by taxing the effluent, each developer can find his own least cost mix of 
pollution abatement measures and effluent charge payments. Such a system is 
fair to small and large scale developers alike, and the system is far more ef-
ficient than a system of standards normally adhered to. 
For example, 1, 000 acres of private land within a mountainous national 
forest is planned for recreational development. Natural scientists determine 
that 50 percent of the land, or 500 acres, should be left in open space in order 
to protect wildlife and preserve scenic values for users of the national forest. 
Private land is sold for two separate developments, 400 acres and 600 acres. 
With use of a control system, each developer reduces developed acreage by 
50 percent. Smaller developer would have to reduce to 200 acres, while larger 
developer would reduce to 300 acres. However, due to different scales of 
development, different cost curves for loss of developed land exist for small 
and large scale developers. Figure 31 shows marginal cost curves to de-
velopers for loss of developed land and demonstrates effects of a charge per 
acre developed if a charge system is used . Developers' opportunity costs are 
net sales price,; of foregone sales. Price line is charge avoided per acre not 
developed. Under the charge system, each developer finds his least cost mix. 
Smaller developer reduces developed acreage by' only 100 acres (25 percent), 
where his MR is equal to MC, allowing for more extensive development than 
the control system. On the other hand, larger developer reduces developed 
acreage by 400 acres (76 percent), where his MR equals MC. Result is the 
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same as with the control system, reduction of developed acreage by 50 percent, 
but at a cheaper total cost. For each developer, the last dollar of foregone net 
sales revenues saves one dollar in tax. 
Charges need be flexible. If the control agency finds that open space of 
the quantity desired is not attained, the charge is increased until it is attained. 
A system of bracketing, common to forward observers of artillery or mortar 
fire, would work best: (1) a charge somewhat higher than calculated as neces-
sary would be used first; (2) result on open space would be observed; (3) if 
more open space than required resulted, a charge somewhat lower than the 
charge calculated as necessary would be used; (4) if less open space than re-
quired resulted, proper charge would be bracketed and the bracketing process 
would continue until target open space is hit. 
Solow (1971) applied the theory descrjbed above to the problem of water 
pollution. His discussion applies equally well to problems of land use planning 
and has been translated to that use below: 
It appears to most environmentalists that setting minimum quality 
standards on land subdivisions is the easiest and most efficient way to deal with 
subdivision problems. But this line of thinking ignores the fact that some sub-
division problems are cheaper to remedy than others. Incremental costs are 
different for different subdividers. If the developer with smaller incremental 
cost (usually the larger scale developer) was required to develop a little less, 
and the developer with larger incremental cost allowed to develop a little more, 
total desired amount of developed land can result but at a lower total cost. 
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Because it is the amount of development, and s ubsequent environmental prob-
l ems, that is important to environmentalists, cheaper possibilitie s of reduced 
development should be exploited first (Solow, 1970). As Mills (1966, p. 143) 
put it, "Any given pollution l evel should be reached by the least costly combina-
tion of means available. The level of pollution should be achieved at which the 
cost of a further reduction would exceed the benefits." In other words, set 
MR to MC for environmental quality. 
Environmental problems present emotional topics, and many environ-
mentalists are tempted to say, "Forget efficiency, just clean up. It's only 
money, compared to clean air and water, natural vegetation , wildlife, and 
virgin forests." However, emotional opinions overlook economic reality: 
dollar costs of control are what society has to give up for clean air and other 
environmental amenities. Efficiency results in dollar savings which can be 
applied toward cost of cleaning up other areas (Workman, 1972). Result is 
more desirable environment per unit cost. When environmental problems reach 
a point of no return for continuation of human life as we know it, such as death 
resulting from air pollution, the market system will direct resources toward 
hasty environmental cleanup, no matter what the costs. But even under such 
a cri sis, least cost methods should he sought. 
Regulation, payments, and charges . Mills (1966), Rose (1970), and 
Solow (1970) all discussed the three basic methods of pollution control: (1) direct 
regulation or standards, including zoning; (2) payments, or subsidies; and (3) 
c harges, or taxes . The three authors agree that direct regulation is the least 
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desirable because it calls for uniformity, ignores locational factors, and stifles 
initiative. With an effluent charge system, a developer is given incentive to 
find new ways plus incentive to carry treatment further than he would under a 
uniform standard (Rose, 1970). Examples: (1) If the standard is 10 percent 
of land developed left in open space, the developer will probably not exceed the 
standard. But if he has to pay a charge for every incremental acre developed, 
he has incentive to leave more land in open space, perhaps 15 or 20 percent, 
as long as additional cost (loss of net sales revenues) is less than additional 
revenue (density charges avoided). (2) Zoning which requires construction of 
homes over a certain value would be less desirable than a tax on houses not 
meeting architectural standards because the former inhibits initiative for desigh 
oflower income housing which can be aesthetically pleasing. (3l An excellent 
example of ignorance of locational factors is the Utah Code of Air Conservation 
Regulations which prohibits open burning as a means of community waste dis-
posal. Code is state wide, without regard to pollution levels at different loca-
tions: "Statewide application of standards gives rise to concomitant policy of 
the Board and Committee that new pollution sources will be controlled to protect 
areas of present high air quality." (Uibel and Esplin, 1972, p. 86) Despite the 
fact that different communities have different cost structures and different levels 
of air pollution from open burning prior to enforcement of standards, Utah code 
requires the same standard statewide. Beaver County has no air pollution 
problem, but the code requires a county cost of $25,000 to $35,00 per year for 
a land fill operation which cleans up clean air. A tax on air pollution beyond 
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the standard would equate MR to MC for environmental quality in Beaver County 
and in Salt Lake County as well. 
However, even some systems of payments or charges are undesirable 
because they require payments or charges for the wrong thing (Mills, 1966). 
If it is desirable to reduce "land pollution" of recreational subdivisions, then 
a payment or charge should depend on the amount of pollution and not the general 
activity. Examples: (1) An excise tax on subdivision registration is less de-
sirable than a tax on the number of lots sold without provision for drainage 
because the former distorts resource use in favor of other real estate activities 
and against properly planned subdivisions which would provide drainage. (2) 
A payment to developers who allow far large amounts of open space is better than 
a tax credit for cluster subdivisions because the latter introduces a bias against 
other means of providing open space, which might be as feasible as cluster 
design. (3) An excise tax on subdivisions without a centralized sewer system 
is less desirable than a tax on sewage discharged because the former distorts 
resource use in favor of construction of large sewer systems and against 
devices to remove sewage discharge, such as individual chemical units, which 
can be cheaper. (4) If less subdivision activity is desired, a higher fee charged 
per subdivision is not as desirable as a higher fee charged per lot developed 
because the former is a subsidy for larger subdivisions and can cause econo-
mies of size which promote large over small subdivisions, resulting in more 
lots developed. 
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Payments or subsidies exist when governments share costs of pollution 
control devices or give tax credits for such devices, for decrease in pollution, 
or for desirable ends such as open space. Mills (1966) outlined three reasons 
charges are better than subsidies. With subsidies: (1) There is no reference 
point for how much pollution existed prior to cutbacks, especially in the case 
of new developments. (2) Feelings of equity are violated. (3) If a tax system 
is used in subsidizing. other taxpayers acq.uire the costs. For example, a tax 
credit for open space is less desirable than a charge on excessive density of 
development because the former places a greater tax burden on other county 
residents. Also, payments can stifle initiative. If governments pay half the 
cost of fire protection, developers do not have initiative to develop in areas in 
which development presents a smaller degree of fire hazard. 
In summary, a charge system is the most efficient in terms of allocating 
resources and cleaning up the environment in the cheapest possible way. But, 
as Solow ( 1970, p. 500) put it, "It is probably an unpopular principle--nobody 
likes a tax, but there is always at least one person who likes a subsidy." 
Economics of land use administration and regulation 
Setting MR equal to MC for property assessment and taxation. Major 
reason for under assessment of recreational subdivisions is lack of trained 
assessors and county budgeting techniques. County budgets are programmed up 
to a year in advance. If planned revenues do not show capacity to hire addi-
tional assessors, then more assessors are not hired. However, more assessors 
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hired can result in higher revenues from assessments at a required level of 20 
percent of market value, Additional revenues from new or higher assessments 
can be estimated a year in advance, and an estimate made as to number of new 
assessors' additional assessments would require. Then costs of traiuing and 
paying additional assessors can be estimated. Higher salaries might be required 
to draw qualitied assessors to rural areas. Number of assessors to be hired is 
determined by setting MR (from additional tax revenues) to MC (for additional 
assessors) as demonstrated in Figure 32. L'ag time in budgeting of up to one 
year does not present a real problem because costs and revenues can be esti-
mated that far in advance. 
Setting MR egua1 to MC for subdivision registration. URED could esti-
mate review costs for various sizes of subdivisions. Cost might be a function 
of activity, such as planned golf courses, country clubs, or riding stables, as 
much as it is a function of number of lots. Office overhead can be distributed 
equally or according to size of subdivisions. Also, interest on public invest-
ment should be included in cost schedules. Separate schedules on activity, 
number of lots, or number of acres might be required, Then fees can be set 
for each subdivision size as shown in Figure 33. Inspection costs or other 
special costs could be charged each development according to actual cost. 
For example, it would cost URED more to inspect a subdivision in Washington 
County than a subdivision of equal size in Box Elder County, due to cost of 
transportation and time. Because more inspectors are needed for proper regu-
lation, more inspectors could be hired, increasing charges to developers. 
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Cowrties, cities, and towns could follow the same procedure. With this system, 
developers pay their full share of administrative costs, rather than causing 
taxpayer to assume costs. As important, URED and local governments would 
become moreso regulatory agencies than processing agencies. 
"Two-level iterative planning" (Solow, 1970, p. 501). Solow discussed 
principles of planning developed in other countries for problems of water manage-
ment. Applied to land use planning, the system would work as follows: (1) A 
central authority, such as a state land use commission, would propose a scale 
of subdivision charges to each developer. (2) Each developer makes cost calcu-
lations and reports how many lots and how much acreage he will develop, 
where, under what conditions, and his total spending on environmental conser-
vation. (3) Using developer's information, central authority calculates a new 
schedule of charges. (4) Procedure continues until it "converges to the opti-
mum schedule of charges and the least-cost combination of treatments satisfying 
the minimum standards" set by natural scientists. Such a system places burden 
of proof upon developers rather than upon regulatory agencies, and revenues can 
be used for any good cause, such as reforestation or reseeding. 
Internalizing. for the public sector, external costs of private develop-
ment. In many cases, public administrations, be they state, county, or city, 
are spurred on to make public investments which benefit private land develop-
ment. Public officials might be influenced politically, economically, socially, 
or any combination, but not necessarily as a result of self-interest--influence 
can be in the supposed interest of the community. For example, a private 
152 
developer can suggest that a large-scale recreational development will bring 
economic boom to a local economy, and he will convince the local officials that 
they should approve construction of expanded public sanitation facilities. 
Officials act in what they believe to be the interest of the community and allo-
cate public revenues for expanded sanitation facilities. However, end result 
is often economic benefit to private development without net benefit to the public 
--especially if there is little or no build out of recreational homes. Nelson's 
(1973) recommendations are not explicitly set for recreational land development, 
but his economic reasoning applies: 
Canyon District Planning Commission statement Regarding 
Distribution Implications (Incidence of benefits and costs of public 
expenditures for social capital). 
Capital costs of all public improvements (new social capital) 
necessary for canyon development should be determined for each 
project. Individuals and groups benefiting from the specific public 
projects should be identified. Whenever feasible the public capital 
expenditures should be amortized by those receiving the benefits. 
Generally, inability to arrive at an acceptable and feasible repayment 
schedule based on direct levys and user charges on the beneficiares 
will be considered sufficient evidence to preclude public investment; 
the project will be considered economically and socially undesirable. 
This is not intended to prevent general public participation in a project 
that is consistent with a publicKQ&_ and need. However, the absolute 
and relative amount of general public participation must be explicitly 
identified and justified. (Nelson, 197:3, p. 1) 
Sliding scale fee ys. fixed scale fee. In the Impact of Recreational Ur-
banization section of Chapter V, it was shown that Utah's system of fees for 
land developers promotes development of more lots: a developer with 10 lots 
pays the state $16. 00 per lot, whereas a developer with 1, 000 lots pays $1. 15 
per lot (Table 21, Chapter V) because fees are $150 plus $1 per lot. 
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One alternative to the present system is a sliding scale for fees per lot. 
A sliding scale system could be based on percent of gross sales because num-
ber of lots and lot prices are publicly filed while net revenue is not, and this 
would base fees on ability to pay. Table 30 illustrates a sliding scale charge 
per lot, based on number of lots developed. Figures used are meant to be an 
example, not a solution for Utah. One hundred dollars has been selected as 
the fixed cost, or flat registration fee for each subdivision filed. Fee charged 
for each lot is sliding, increasing one dollar for every 100 lots increased. 
System is not a subsidy to large developers because average total cost increases 
as development size increases: A developer with 100 lots pays $2 per lot while 
a developer with 1, 000 lots pays $11 per lot (Table 30). System discourages 
rather than promotes development. 
Effects of a sliding scale system compared to the present system are 
demonstrated in Figure 34, where developer's ante-fee cost curves are a trace 
of those in Figure 27 of Chapter V and post-fee curves are ante-fee curves plus 
schedule in Table 31. Again, post-fee curves are to scale . As Figure 34 shows, 
a sliding scale has greater effect on output as well as on net revenue. A de-
veloper with 100 lots as an AC increase of $2. 00 and a MC increase of $2. 00 
while a developer with 1, 000 lots has increases of $11.00 and $19, respectively. 
Although the sliding scale system would be more equitable to developers and 
not promote development of more lots in comparison with the present system, 
there is a problem of increasing the MC by an amount to bring about significant 
decrease in developed lots. Table 31 illustrates another sliding scale system 
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Table 30. First alternative of state subdivision fees, in terms of cost schedules 
Dollars 
Number Fixed Variable Total AC MC 
of lots cost cost cost Average Marginal 
total cost cost 
100 100 1/lot 200 2.00 2 
200 100 2/lot 500 2.50 3 
300 100 3/lot 1,000 3.33 5 
400 100 4/lot 1,700 4.25 7 
500 100 5/lot 2,600 5.20 9 
600 100 6/lot 3,700 6.16 11 
700 100 7/lot 5,000 7.14 13 
800 100 8/lot 6,500 8.12 15 
900 100 9/lot 8, 200 9.11 17 
1,000 100 10/lot 11,000 u.oo 19 
Table 31. Second alternative of state subdivision fees, in terms of cost 
schedules 
Dollars 
Number Fixed Variable Total AC MC 
cost cost cost Average Marginal 
total cost cost 
100 0 10/lot 1,000 10 10 
200 0 20/lot 4,000 20 30 
300 0 30/lot 9,000 30 50 
400 0 40/lot 16,000 40 70 
500 0 50/lot 25,000 50 90 
600 0 60/lot 36,000 60 llO 
700 0 70/lot 49,000 70 130 
800 0 80/lot 64,000 80 150 
900 0 90/lot 81,000 90 170 
1, 000 0 100/lot 100,000 100 190 
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with no fixed cost and $10 per lot increase for each 100 lots developed. MC 
becomes more significant but with the effect of very high, perhaps exorbitant, 
total costs: MC increase of $190 and TC increase of $100,000 for 1, 000 lots. 
Another alternative is no fixed cost but a constant, rather than sliding, 
fee per lot high enough to neither encourage nor discourage development of 
more lots. Schedule using $10 per lot is shown in Table 32. System is equitable 
to different development sizes because AC and MC remains constant (however, 
system does not take in account economies of size), and total costs are not 
exorbitant. For example, a total cost of $10,000 is only one percent of gross 
sales for a developer selling 1, 000 lots at a price of $1,000 per lot. 
Despite the economic and environmental feasibility of this last alterna-
tive, most counties and cities employ the sliding scale system. ASPO published 
a report (Galloway, 1965) concerning subdivision fees. Some of the higher fees 
of counties and cities are shown in Table 33, together with an example of a 
sliding scale system now in use in San Diego. As the table shows, San Diego's 
sliding scale system is a subsidy to large developers: developer with one to 
five lots pays $15 to $75 per lot while developer with over 100 lots pays $4.96 
and below per lot. Galloway's analysis resulted from assembled data of 176 
subdivision regulations amended or adopted since 1960, but he did not include 
state regulations and fees. ASPO's report concluded; 
The properly and generally accepted purpose of subdivision fees 
is to defray, at least in part, community costs of subdivision review. 
Since this report has dealt only with fees, and not with the costs of 
review, we cannot state with certainty how fees and costs relate. 
Experience suggests, however, that in many communities fees are 
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Table 32. Third alternative of state subdivision fees, in terms of cost 
schedules 
Dollars 
Number Fixed Variable Total AC MC 
of lots cost cost cost Average Marginal 
total cost cost 
100 0 10/lot 1,000 10 10 
200 0 10/lot 2,000 10 10 
300 0 10/lot 3,000 10 10 
400 0 10/lot 4,000 10 10 
500 0 10/lot 5,000 10 10 
600 0 10/lot 6,000 10 10 
'/00 0 10/lot 7,000 10 10 
800 0 10/lot 8,000 10 10 
900 0 10/lot 9,000 10 10 
1,000 0 10/lot 10,000 10 10 
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Table 33. Utah fees (in 1972 dollars) compared with fees (in 1965 dollars) of 
some U.S. c01mties and cities, and an example of a sliding scalea 
Location Rt:~:l:/:~a!gr Review fee per lotc 
State 
Utah $150 plus $1 per lot 
County 
Loudon, Virginia $195.00 plus i. c. 
San Bernardino, California $178. 50 plus i. c. 
Sacramento, California $110. 00 plus i. c. 
Manatee, Florida $105. 00 plus i. c. 
Saratoga, New York $100.00 
.Qlli.. 
Bloomingdale, New Jersey $780. 00 plus 1. 
Alhambra, California $500.00 plus i. c. 
Newark, California $360.00 plus i. c. 
Warren, Michigan $275. 00 plus i. c. 
Norwalk, California $265. 00 plus i. c. 
Size of subdivision 
1 to 5 lots 
6 to 25 lots 
26 to 50 lots 
51 to 100 lots 
over 100 lots 
Sliding scale used by City of San Diego 
Amount of fee 
Flat fee $15. 00 per lote 
Deposit $25 . 00 plus $10. 00 per lotd 
Deposit $150. 00 plus $5. 00 per lot 
Deposit $300. 00 plus $2. 00 per lot 
Deposit $400. 00 plus $1. 00 per lot 
aGalloway (1965, pp. 5, 6, 13). 
b Abbreviations: i. c., inspection charge; !. , legal charge. 
cDoes not include inspection and legal charges. 
$16. 00 - $1. 03 
(10-5, 000 lots) 
$19.50 
$17.85 
$11.00 
$10.50 
$10.00 
$78.00 
$50.00 
$36.00 
$27.50 
$26.50 
Fee per lot 
$15. 00 to $75. 00 
$11. 00 to $14. 17 
$8. 00 to $10. 77 
$5.00 to $7.88 
$4.96 and below 
dif deposit is insufficient to cover actual costs, subdivider is required to make 
additional deposit. Any portion of deposits not used to cover actual costs will 
be returned. 
eDoes not apply to commercial or multiple residential development. Charge is 
based on estimated City costs. 
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substantially lower than costs. In those communities, the public 
at large pays a cost that could be passed on to the developer. It 
is not clear why the developer should not be required to assume 
this cost, just as he must (in many communities) assume the costs 
for streets, sewers, and building inspection incident to his develop-
ment. 
A community desiring to relate fees to costs should determine 
its average cost for reviewing subdivisions of various sizes and set 
up a sliding scale of fees based on these averages. Red tape can be 
reduced by collecting this comprehensive fee at only one point in the 
review process--perhaps at the preliminary plat stage. Inspection 
fees, based on actual costs, should be charged in addition. (Galloway, 
1965, p. 4) 
Setting MR equal to MC for subdivision regulation, as previously discussed in 
this chapter, is the most economically feasible system from the standpoint of 
covering public administrative costs. 
Requirement of performance guarantees. As mentioned previously, 
Colorado'e Senate Bill 35 requireo agreements between land developers and 
county commissions which guarantee economic and environmental protection. 
Sufficient collateral is a prerequisite for approval for development. Perfor-
mance guarantees become three-way protection: protecting the environment, 
local economies, and buyers. Marginal developers are automatically eliminated, 
and developers serious about development are forced to become serious about 
the environment, local economic impact, and consumer protection. 
Reduction in speculation and sprawl. Gilmore and Walsh (1971) recom-
mended a certain level of development buildout (construction of homes or cabins) 
before further land could be subdivided or sold. Result would be decrease in 
speculation as well as decrease in recreational subdivision sprawl. For example, 
a developer buys a large mountain ranch and subdivides 50 acres of the southern 
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end into one half acre lots. If local or state authorities require a 75 percent 
buildout rate prior to approval of further subdivision of the ranch, speculative 
lots are not created at the northern end of the ranch. Speculative sprawl is 
prevented. Also, urban sprawl, or leap-frog development, is at least tempo-
rarily prevented because developer will have to wait until at least 75 homes or 
cabins are built on the southern subdivision before he can subdivide the northern 
end of the ranch. 
Low property taxes encourage speculation and underutilization of land. 
Utah Foundation (1972a) found that Utah is assessing improvements more in-
tensely than land, a practice which discourages land improvement. Higher 
property taxes can reduce speculators' land rents to a level where net returns 
are less than opportunity costs. Result would be removal of economic incen-
tives for land speculators, both developers and individual lots owners, acquiring 
recreational lots. 
Under Utah's present system, vacant lots provide little tax base and no 
tourist spending for local economies. Developers and speculators capture 
major share of land rent, with small shares received by state or local econo-
mies. Under present Utah law, improvements to land and land itself are taxed 
at the same rate. A system of taxation for us, much like the greenbelt amend-
ment which taxes agricultural land for agricultural use, could be amended to 
the law to provide economic incentives for better land use. In this manner, 
property taxation could be used as a means toward proper resource allocation. 
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However, because any positive economic incentive using the tax system 
(tax credit) amounts to a subsidy (general public has to make up the loss of 
revenue from greenbelt type tax laws), such a system would not be as efficient 
as charges for improper land use. An alternative then would be a charge, 
beyond normal property taxation, for vacant lots. At first glance, such a 
system appears to present greater problems because it promotes more in-
tensive and extensive development: intensive because taxes on vacant lots 
encourage owners to build; extensive because speculative lots are character-
ized by sprawl, or extension into remote areas, and taxes on vacant lots would 
encourage owners of lots in remote areas to build. Not so, if the system of 
high taxes on vacant lots is used in conjunction with a system of charges for 
environmental damage, where the latter systE\m contains higher charges than 
the former : owners will not build where they will be taxed for detrimental 
environmental impact, and prospective buyers will not buy land for speculation 
nor buy land subject to environmental charges if they build. Systems combined 
direct land development in one direction only: desired resource allocation at 
least cost and minimum environmental impact. 
Capture of land rents by state and local economies. Wrigley (1972) made 
empirical estimates of land rents related to location and quality for the 1970 
utah deer hunt. Also, he determined which site characteristics, such as 
natural environment, size of area, land ownership, and congestion, contributed 
to variation in site quality for Utah deer hunts. Wrigley determined total land 
rent values in dollars for all utah deer hunting units . Total state value was 
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approximately $3, 326,238 for 1970. A similar land rent model could be de-
signed to determine dollar land rents for Utah recreational subdivisions by 
area. With regression analysis, percentages of total value could be assigned 
to Utah natural resources, such as national forests and monuments, mountain 
lakes, and state parks. A state land use commission could then tax each sub-
divider according to land rents (or a percentage of rents) due to natural en-
vironment, and distribute revenues to communities within land rent areas 
according to area values. By this 'system, state and/or local economies could 
capture land rents due to them rather than allowing almost complete capture 
by developers and out-of-state speculators. If developers provide proof of 
buildout rate and subsequent economic impact on local communities, taxes 
could be reduced or eliminated according to economic impact, but with the 
burden of proof placed on developers rather than tax-supported economists. 
System described would insure fulfillment of the major justification for rural 
recreational subdivisions--economic impact upon local economies. 
Determination of optimum development least cost location. Barkley 
(1972, p. 16) approached the problem of rural economic development in terms 
of optimum location of new industry, based on public cost curves. Barkley's 
approach can be applied to recreational development. For example, a de-
veloper wants to locate a large subdivision in Southern utah, and he is 
considering Iron and Washington Counties as two possibilities. If the sub-
division is located in either of these two counties, structural changes in local 
economies might be required: new streets, new water systems, new police 
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and fire protection, etc. At the same time, Beaver County might have some 
excess capacity--" enough so that only modest structural readjustment would 
be needed to accommodate the new firm presently scheduled" for Iron or 
Washington. Situation described is shown in cost curve analysis, Figure 35. 
Iron and Washington counties have larger economies of scale than Beaver, such 
that their short run average cost (SAC) curves are lower . However, because 
of excessive recreational development in those counties, their output is 0 3 
compared to Beaver's 0 1 (Figure 35). If Iron or Washington accept develop-
ment, they move to 0 4 , increasing their costs. Beaver can move to 0 2, 
decreasing its cost. Therefore, it seems reasonable that Iron and Washington 
should tax themselves, give the money to Beaver and/or the developer. Amount 
\ 
of the tax should be large enough to provide incentive for the developer to go to 
Beaver, but less than or equal to the cost savings of Iron and Washington 
counties. Result is optimum least cost location for recreational development. 
Educational Alternatives 
Few people recognize the fact that lending institutions are as responsible 
for poor land use as developers. Despite the good community image portrayed 
by most banks, a direct result of efforts by high-powered public relations de-
partments, banks and other lending institutions loan money to developers who 
ravage the landscape and threaten community economies and environments. 
Banks then are accessories to the crimes. Ignorance more than intent may 
be the reason for irresponsible actions on the part of bankers as well as 
"' .... 
"' 0 C) Beaver County 
01 02 
Number of recreational subdivisions 
!l 
"' 0 
C) 
Iron and Washington counties, each 
03 04 
Number of recreational subdivisions 
Figure 35. Determination of optimum location at least cost for recreational subdivisions. ..... ~ 
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developers. A bank credit officer cannot encourage (or require) his developer-
client to be more environmentally conscious in his selection of home-sites if 
the officer is not aware of natural resource inventory analysis. Likewise, a 
developer has no incentive to adopt a cluster design if he continues to assume 
that conventional subdivisions are more lucrative . Those who have major 
impact upon the use ofland--developers, lenders, business and community 
leaders, professional planners, landowners , buyers, and government agencies 
--need to be provided with the tools and services required if land is to be used 
in a manner which is compatible with human, community, economic, and en-
vironmental needs. How many Chambers of Commerce push land use planning 
and control? 
Land Use Foundation of New Hampshire (L UF) was for ~r-ed in 1967 for 
purpose of motivating the private sector in protecting the environment. A 
non-profit corporation, LUF's membership is made up of those who have the 
major impact on land use--named above. Founded on the premise that "good 
land use is simply good business and in everyone's best interest," LUF is: 
1. Assisting in analyzing the feasibility of the land user's intentions. 
2. Making known the many considerations vital to the planning of land 
use. 
3. Demonstrating innovative land use concepts and techniques. 
4. Sharing the experiences of other land users (except if to do so 
would constitute a breach of trust or confidence). 
5. Referring land users to professional consultants qualified to 
perform needed services. 
6. Participating in the planning process by offering constructive 
suggestions regarding policy, land use concepts and project 
management. 
7. Demonstrating to municipalities the benefits of new land use control 
devices--such as cluster zoning. 
8. Making available a library and providing sources for necessary 
data and reference material. 
9. Reviewing the nonfinancial aspects of project plans for lending 
institutions. (L UF, 1971, pp. 2-3) 
L UF has had substantial results, to include: direct impact upon the 
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planning and development of thousands of New Hampshire acres; publication 
of "Guidelines for Vacation Home Buyers;" publication of "Cluster in Your 
Town;" production of a cluster zoning ordinance which was adopted in London-
derry, N.H. by referendum vote, the first of its kind in New Hampshire; and 
promotion of a lenders environmental protection policy among New Hampshire 
banks. 
L UF is but one localized example of what can be accomplished within the 
private sector through education and constructive involvement. Responsible 
economic and environmental action is likewise encouraged by hundreds of 
national non-profit organizations like Conservation Associates , Conservation 
Education Association, The Conservation Foundation, Conservation Law Foun-
dation, and The Conservation Law Society of America (The National Wildlife 
Federation, 1971). 
Although improvement of community environment is a main function of 
the Utah State University Cooperative Extension Service, with "resource pro-
tection and environmental improvement" an emphasized program (Utah State 
University, 1971, p. 425), Utah Extension has done very little in providing 
educational resources in land use planning, control, and management for the 
Utah populace. While other state Cooperative Extension Services have struc-
tured their organization with regional and area agents in Community Resource 
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Development (CRD), Utah's organizational structure, according t o personnel 
counts, emphasizes Animal Science and Marketing. For example, Virginia 
Tech Extension has CRD personnel consisting of a director, a recreation and 
tourism specialist, a housing and land use specialist, a 4-H CRD specialist, 
six program leaders (regional), and six area agents, for a state population of 
about five million. Virginia's CRD staff and agents provide the same hasic land 
use planning services as L UF--cursory and educational in nature with referrals 
made to professionals at an appropriate time; Virginia's CRD program pro-
vides citizens at the community level with an effective means of evaluating both 
the needs and the opportunities of their present and future land use situations . 
Utah State University Extension, reaching a population of about one million, 
is staffed with only one person in Resource Development and Public Affairs, 
part-time. Considering the delivery system characteristic of the Cooperative 
Extension Service, Utah State University EAiension i s the likely candidate for 
educational leadership in land use. Special efforts should be made toward 
educating local officials, a chore which The Environment and Man Program 
(funded for three years by The Rockefeller F oundation) of Utah State University 
is currently undertaking. 
Composite Computer Mapping 
Rankings of impacts of recreational urbanization upon the environment 
can be made by natural scientist for purpose of producing a computer mapping 
of a "fit" between human settlements and the natural environment, a fit expected 
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to be legally defensible in court suits (Sharpe and Williams, 1972). Natural 
scientists can interpret natural environmental issues and divide them into two 
distinct parts--hazards and resources (Sharpe and Williams, 1972). Hazards 
are defined as hazardous changes to natural environment, such as erosion or 
flooding. Resources deal with removal of irretrievable natural resources, such 
as wildlife or scenic areas. Degree of hazards and resource quality can be 
ranked by natural scientists in order to predetermine where recreational sub-
divisions should be located, with respect to the environment. For example, 
on a particular mountain, second homesites might affect spectacular scenery 
more drastically than Wildlife. 
Furthermore, because the computer can store economic, social, and 
community service data, composite computer mapping can aid subdivision 
developers and economic development commissions as well as natural scientists 
and environmental planners. To illustrate this point, seven factor maps on file 
With BEBR were used for demonstration purposes, with arbitrary weights 
assigned by the author. In fairness to both developers (or economic develop-
ment commissions) and natural scientists, equal weight was given to functional 
groups of each. 
The procedure by which relatively advantaged, in terms of both eco-
nomic and environmental constraints, recreational subdivision locations can 
be determined is described in the following five steps (Hachman et al., 1972): 
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Step 1 --Select relevant factors 
This step determines which factors should be given weight (in choosing 
where to locate) by decision makers, in this case developers and natural sci-
entists. Such determination controls the selection of factor maps to be included 
in the construction of the recreational development "opportune location" 
(OPLOC) map. Serious constraint under which this step is carried out is that 
only those faclors for which factor maps have been, or can be, c onstructed can 
be included in the analysis. 
Step 2--Construct functional groups and assign weights 
Functional group refers to a set of factor maps which have already been 
assigned by the selection of relevant factors in Step 1. Functional groups can 
be regarded as influencing one broad area of the decision maker ' s consideration 
to the exclusion of the other broad areas. For example, one functional group 
selected by the author for developers is transportation, to which component 
factor maps include the "Interstate Highway System as Planned," "Highway 
Accessibility," the "Railroads," etc. Constructing the functional groups allows 
the assignment of weight to these broad areas, which is much easier and more 
sensible than allocating weightings to individual factor maps. Thus, the major 
purpose of Step 2 is to create a set of guidelines for the final allocation of 
weights to the individual factors. Developer and environmentalist functional 
groups are given in Table 34, with equal weight given to functional groups of 
each. 
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Table 34. Opportune location functional groups and weightings for developers 
and environmentalists 
Developers' Functional 
Groups and Weights 
Transportation 
Water Supply 
Total Weight 
• 40 
.10 
. 50 
Environmentalists' 
Functional Groups 
and Weights 
Agriculture 
Public Lands 
.05 
.45 
• 50 
Step 3--Assign weights to individual factor maps 
Weights given each functional group is allocated among its constituent 
factor maps, and such allocation should reflect the relative importance of the 
individual factors to the decision makers. For example, if a developer feels 
that the "Interstate Highway System as Planned" is more important than 
"Federal and State Highways," he would give the interstate system a higher 
factor map weight, as shown in Table 35. Developer in this situation is more 
concerned about getting prospective buyers into scenic Utah from Las Vegas 
and Los Angeles than he is concerned about getting them from the interstate 
highway to his development site. 
Step 4--Coding the factor map categories 
In order to cause an OPLOC to be more factor-specific, categories are 
used as subsets of factor maps and are ranked in order of importance. For 
example, within the "Mountain and Scenic Canyonland Areas" factor map, 
natural scientists would probably be more concerned about protecting national 
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Table 35. Opportune location functional groups, factor maps, and weightings 
Functional Groups and Functional Factor 
Factor Maps Group Weighting Map Weighting 
Tr@SI2Qrtation .40 
Interstate highway system as planned .30 
Highway accessibility .05 
Federal and state highways .05 
W!!,ter Su12Qly .10 
Recreation water .10 
,Agriculture .05 
Croplands .05 
Public ;Lands .45 
Federal lands, 1968 . 20 
Mountain and scenic canyonland areas _:.1Q 
Total Weights 1. 00 1. 00 
parks and the highest, most fragile mountain meadows than less scenic canyon-
lands (Table 36). 
Step 5--Recoding !!!)d assigning aJ2Qropriate map symbols 
There are several methods of recoding, depending on the desired 
OPLOC map. For example, threshhold levels can be chosen, for certain 
categories, a reverse preference coding can be used, and recoding the rank 
or weight can be used any time the relative importance of the category or factor 
map changes respectively. At the time the CCM in Figure 36 was printed, it 
appeared to the author that too much weight had been given to transportation. 
Weightings for factor maps could have been changed and a new CCM printed. 
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Table 36. Opportune location factor maps, factor map categories, rankings, 
and symbols 
Factor Map and Category 
Interstate Highway System as Planned 
Remote access 
Interstate highway 
Threeway intersection 
Fourway intersection 
Fiveway intersection 
Highway Accessibility 
Remote access 
Within 4 miles of a minor highway 
Within 8 miles of interstate or major 
highway or within 4 miles of an 
intersection of minor highways 
Within 8 miles of intersection of 
major highways or intersection of 
interstate highways 
Federal and State Highwavs 
Remote access 
Minor highway 
Intersection of minor highways 
Major highway 
Intersection of major and minor highways 
Intersection of major highways 
Recreation Water 
No recreation water 
Potentially attractive 
Fair access 
Good access 
Croplands 
Non-croplands 
Dry croplands 
Irrigated croplands 
Ranking 
0 
3 
5 
7 
9 
0 
1 
3 
4 
0 
1 
2 
2 
3 
4 
0 
2 
6 
8 
9 
0 
0 
Symbol 
White 
Dark 
White 
Dark 
White 
Dark 
White 
Dark 
Dark 
White 
White 
Table 36. (Continued) 
Factor Map and Category 
Federal Lands 
Non-federal lands 
BLM 25-50% density 
BLM 50-100% density 
Department of defense 
National grassland 
National forest 
National wildlife refuge 
Indian reservation 
National park, monument, or recreation 
area 
Mountain and Scenic Canyon Lands Area 
Lower mountains, less scenic canyonlands 
and national monuments 
National monuments and recreation areas, 
and intermediate mountain ranges 
National parks and highest mountains 
Ranking 
9 
5 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 
0 
Symbol 
Dark 
White 
White 
White 
White 
Dark 
White 
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However, considering the "energy crisis" of a few months later, trans porta-
tion factor maps should be heavily weighted. 
In the case of an OPLOC map for recreational development, symbols 
were selected in a manner which would demonstrate OPLCX:::s with darker 
symbols, in accordance with developer and environmental factors. Symbols 
became darker as developer preferences became higher, while symbols be-
came lighter as environmentalist preferences became higher (Table 36). Same 
effect could have been accomplished by using a reverse preference coding for 
environmental factors, together with symbols which become darker. 
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Figure 36. Map m- Composite of transportation, water supply, agriculture, 
and public lands - with weighting of maps. 
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Result of the CCM land use planning illustration is shown in Figure 36. 
Darker symbols show where development should occur, in accordance with the 
developer-natural scientist constraints arbitrarily assigned by the author. 
Another possible technique would be compositing the CCM in Figure 36 ("what 
ought to be") with the CCM in Figure 37 ("what is")· Resultant composite 
would show locations of severe discrepancy and such locations could then be 
examined in greater detail by a land use planning agency. 
Practices. Regulations, and Authorities 
Germanow, Grimsley, and Shaw (1973) discussed Utah's legal framework 
in which land use decisions can be implemented. Legal framework includes 
authorities of county, city, and special districts; state agencies, and federal 
agencies. CDC (1971) presented the same framework for California. 
Counties 
Although counties have legal authority to enact and administer zoning 
ordinances, the record shows that they have not exercised much control over 
recreational subdivisions. CDC (1971) concluded that although ordinances 
might be adequate when applied to primary-urban development on flat land sub-
divisions, they prove to be inadequate to control recreational development, 
especially in the foothills and mountains. Each county needs ordinances 
tailored to environmental characteristics of particular areas, such as sage-
brush desert, pinyon-juniper foothills, high mountain meadows, and canyons. 
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Figure 37. Map I - Locations of townships with recreation development. 
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Utah counties do not have special regulations directed toward problems par-
ticular to recreational urbanization. 
Zoning ordinances should not be so restrictive as to inhibit initiative 
and innovation on the part of developers. For example, Hill (1971) explained a 
situation in California in which a developer's innovative concept of development 
was in direct conflict with the county zoning ordinance. Developer planned for 
s ubdividing a 15, 000 acre ranch into 40-acre parcels, except for a 365 acre 
community center adjacent to a state highway . Concept was innovative in that 
the plan called for no improvements to be made to parcels by developer or 
buyers, and buyers had unlimited access to all other parcels. Remaining un-
developed, the 14,635 acres would provide natural environment for owners' 
pursuit of hunting, fishing, camping. hiking, horseback riding. etc. But the 
county ordinance required improved roads to all lots within recreational sub-
divisions. A compromise was finally resolved, but the example reinforces the 
point made previously: charges are more efficient for land use control than 
regulation. Inflexible regulations can ignore locational factors as well as in-
novation. A developer in one part of the mountain can discharge waste without 
causing damage, while a developer at another location can cause extensive 
damage with the same amount of waste. 
Germanow, Grimsley, and Shaw's (1973) list of Utah State agencies 
which have significant authority affecting land included: (1) Utah State Division 
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of Health (USDH); (2) Water Pollution Control Board; (3) Utah Air Conserva-
tion Committee; (4) Board of Forestry and Fire Control; (5) State Engineer; 
(6) Board of Fish and Game; (7) Board of Parks and Recreation ; (8) Board 
of State Lands; (9) State Building Board; (10) Real Estate Division (URED); 
(11) State Road Commission; and (12) Educational Institutions . Although powers 
are vested in other state agencies, only URED, State Engineer, and USDH have 
demonstrated significant regulatory power with respect to location and approval 
of recreational urbanization. URED appears swamped with administrative 
duties and is processing more than regulating. Powers of estoppel by both 
URED and USDH are not apparent. For example, files revealed many sub-
divisions which do not meet minimum health requirements, yet developers were 
registered with URED and have been selling lots. Result is uncontrolled de-
velopment plus complaints by buyers toURED, and subsequent filing with State 
Attorney General's office for court action. Even if violations of health or water 
requirements are in the minority, the fact that 65 percent of lots developed in 
1972 have no water supply is evidence enough that stricter control is needed. 
Utah Board of Forestry and Fire Control does have authority, in the 
opinion of Assistant Attorney General of Utah, to "require that all plans for 
subdivisions within wild land areas be reviewed by the State Forester . " 
(Germanow, Grimsley, and Shaw, 1973, p. 53) Such authority has not been 
exercised to date. 
USDH makes inspection visits to recreational subdivisions. Costs of 
visits are, at least in some cases, not paid by developers. For example, in 
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1971, three USDH inspectors, including USDH's director, drove to Mt. Holly 
in Beaver County. Inspection trip totaled three days. Costs were borne by 
Utah taxpayers rather than by developer . 
A further problem is lack of sufficient manpower for control at the state 
as well as local levels. Devore (1971) documented gross violation of s tate laws, 
including failure to register with URED, by developers in Southern Utah. In 
one subdivision, Devore found at least 20 cabins, representing an average of 
70 people, using contaminated water. People using the water could potentially 
contract diseases like amoebic dysentery, infectious hepatitis, typhoid fever, 
or cholera diseases, which are transmitted by water. Devore concluded that: 
. .. consideration should be given to the ability of the county to 
provide the necessary inspection and regulation of laws and codes. If 
there is not sufficient manpower in the form of building and local health 
board inspectors, then approval of more subdivisions should not be 
made. It should be noted that approval of septic systems rests with 
the local State Engineer's Office and not at the State Health Division 
level. In short, if the subdivisions cannot be properly controlled, they 
shouldn't be approved. Many of the residents of this development indi-
cated that they attempted to find someone to inspect their cabins or 
waste system but were only frustrated by the lack of county agents to 
do the inspections. (Devore, 1971, p. 46) 
A few Utah codes, annotated in 1953, give URED authority to investigate 
subdivisions. California Department of Real Estate's reference book, volume 
II, spells out in 274 pages information relating to real estate law, commie-
sioner's regulations, and subdivision map act. Utah's state land use planning 
powers in 1973 do not begin to compare with California's 1971 powers: State 
Subdivided Lands Act, Environmental Quality Act of 1970, Subdivision Map Act, 
Land Conservation Act of 1965 (Williamson Act), and Water Quality Act of 1965, 
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to name a few. URED has no authority for denying permits to subdividers other 
than failure to provide adequate information. 
The CowlCil of State Governments sponsored Rubino and Wagner's 
(1972) "The State's Role in Land Resource Management." Table 37 is a repro-
duction, in part, of Rubino and Wagner's examples of innovative action in stand 
land use management. The authors presented examples of recent state action 
and did not intend that their table be inclusive of all such action . Utah's action, 
despite the state's abundance of problems as well as natural resources, does 
not hold a candle to action of other states. 
Federal 
Germanow, Grimsley, and Shaw (1973) listed federal agencies which 
have management control of Utah public lands: Bureau of Land Management, 
National Park Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs , Bureau of Reclamation, Forest 
Service, and Department of Defense. In addition, several federal agencies offer 
technical and financial assistance in a manner which is significant to recrea-
tional urbanization. Most significant of these are the Soil Conservation Service, 
Environmental Protection Agency, and Federal Housing Administration. Per-
haps more important than the programs of these agencies is the amount of 
information they make available to state and local governments and to de-
velopers (CDSC, 1971). Coinciding with legislative activity in land use planning 
and management by states has been the recent introduction of several bills by 
the U.S. Congress (Rubino and Wagner, 1972) . 
Table 37. Examples of innovative action in state land use management, 1961-71 a 
State 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Hawaii 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
Program description 
Colorado Land Use Act. Provides temporary 
emergency power over land development 
activities and authorizes model resolutions. 
Authorizes State to prepare subdivision 
regulations in counties where no regula-
tions exist. 
Coastal Zone Act. State management of 
shore zone industrial development. 
Land Use Law. State management of land 
by broad categorical districts. 
State management of all lands in unorganized 
or deorganized townships. 
Approval of large-site industrial or com-
mercial developments, potential polluters, 
and residential sites over 20 acres. 
" Critical Area" program to provide for 
management of all shoreland areas 250 ft. 
from high water mark. 
"Critical Area" program for protection of 
coastal and inland wetlands. 
First 
enacted 
1971 
1971 
1971 
1961 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1963 
Administered 
by Categoryb 
Colorado Land Use 
Commission 
Colorado Land Use 
Commission 
State Planning 
Office 
State Land Use 
Commission 
Land Use Regulation 
Commission 
A 
D 
c 
A 
c 
Environmental Im- B 
provement Commission 
Environmental Im- C 
provement Commission 
Department of 
Natural Resources 
c 
..... 
00 
..... 
Table 37. (Continued) 
State 
Massachusetts 
(cont'd.) 
Michigan 
Oregon 
Vermont 
Wisconsin 
Program description 
Zoning Appeals Act. To ensure dispersion 
of low-income housing. 
Shorelands Management and Protection Act 
Governor shall prepare land use plans and 
enforce zoning on all areas not subject to 
local regulation. 
Approval of site development in accordance 
with state land use plan . 
Shoreline Zoning Act. Zoning to prohibit 
all constructi on within 500 ft. of shore-
line at all bodies of water larger than 
Shoreline Zoning Law . "Critical Area" 
program for management of lands around 
lakes and waterways. 
First 
enacted 
1969 
1970 
1969 
1970 
1970 
1965 
Administered Categoryb by 
--
Department of B 
Community Affairs 
Department of c 
Natural Resources 
Governor D 
Environmental Board A 
Department of c 
Water Resources 
Department of c 
Natural Resources 
aTable copied from Rubino and Wagner (1972, pp. 10-ll) and only presents examples of recent state action, not 
intending to be inclusive of all such action. 
b A. Management of general land uses within the State. 
B . Approval of land use development within the State in accordance with functional criteria (e . g., environmental, 
housing). 
C. Management of land uses within geographically specified critical areas (e. g., wetlands, shorelines, scenic 
highways) . 
D. State enactment of zoning or subdivision authority in the absence of a local ordinance or regulation without 
reference to statewide plan or standards. 
.... 
00 , 
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Current and Pending Legislation 
At least four bills which would strongly affect recreational development 
were presented at the first session of the Utah Legislature in February 1973: 
(1) Utah Land Use Act (ULUA) 
An act relating to land use planning and regulation; identifying and 
providing for areas and activities of critical state concern; creating a 
state land use commission which is responsible for land use policy and 
rule making, and formulating objectives and regulations governing the 
planning processes for areas and activities of critical state concern and 
guidelines for general land use planning; creating a citizens' land use 
advisory committee to advise the state land use commission; authorizing 
multi-county planning districts to coordinate local planning and to par-
ticipate in the preparation of a recommended land use plan for areas 
and activities of critical state concern to be submitted to the commis-
sion; authorizing and directing the commission to prepare a short 
range action plan and a land use plan for submission to tile Utah Legis-
lature; requiring that permits be obtained from the commission, prior 
to any development involving areas or activities of critical state con-
cern; providing for a hearing procedure as a part of the permit-issuing 
process and for judicial review of any final order or decision of the com-
mission. (Utah State Planning Office, 1973, p. 1) 
(2) County and Municipal Planning and Zoning Act (CMPZA) 
(3) County and Municipal Subdivisions Act (CMSA) 
(4) Uniform Land Sales Practices Act (ULSPA) 
Only b!ll passed was ULSPA. Basically, it is a consumer protection 
act, but it does require developers to pay for cost of subdivision examination 
by URED (see Chapter V). Unlike acts passed in California and Colorado, 
ULSPA does not require developers to provide such improvements as streets, 
water supply, drainage and flood control systems, and sewage disposal facilities. 
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ULSPA requires only that developers supply information concerning such im-
provements. According to newspaper accounts, documented in Appendix D, 
stiff lobbying efforts from developers resulted in a substitute bill for UL UA 
and death of CMSA and CMPZA. As already explained in Chapter V, CMPZA 
does require developers to provide improvements, with control from local 
planning commissions rather than URED. 
Included with areas designated as having critical state concern under 
original UL UA were: 
(1) Lands situated within 1, 000 feet from road and highways designated 
as scenic by the State Road Commission. 
( 2) Lands situated within one half mile from boundaries of national and 
state parks, monuments, recreation areas, etc. 
(3) Lands within the boundaries of national forests. 
Designation of lands within national forest boundaries as critical would be of 
particular significance to Utah recreational urbanization. However, a substi -
tute bill was passed, which sets up a study commission. Study commission 
will include developers, environmentalists, state officials, and other interested 
parties. Purpose of the commission is to draw up proposals for passage of a 
strong law in 1975, only fourteen years behind Hawaii--..U: it passes. Utah's 
governor was in favor of original UL UA and has executive power, without new 
legislation, to appoint a study commission. 
CMSA and CMPZA were similar to acts passed in California and 
Colorado in 1970 and 1971, respectively. Notwithstanding precedent court 
185 
cases across the nation in favor of environmentalists, Utah State Senator Miles 
Ferry remarked, "We can't ram a land use policy down anyone's throat. De-
velopers had no input on this idea and if we passed the original bill they'd take 
us to court over it. Property right is a very serious matter. We shouldn't 
just try and bulldoze it out of the way." (Herald Journal, 7 March 1973, p. 2) 
Rubino and Wagner (1972, p. 17) presented current federal legislation, 
including the National Land Use Policy Act of 1971: 
It proposes a national land use policy which would be implemented 
by the States. This bill is concerned with assisting the States, in co-
operation with local governments, in developing land use programs 
including unified authorities, policies, criteria, standards, methods, 
and processes for dealing with land use decisions of more than local 
significance. (Rubino and Wagner, 1972, p. 17) 
For the past three years, the United States Congress has failed to pass 
legislation on land use planning. Each year proposed legislation has been 
studied and bills formulated, only to die in committee . Persuasive forces and 
increasing problems, however, require that Congress act despite the many 
conflicting interests that have operated so far to prevent passage of needed 
laws in this area. 
Options for State and Local Action 
Rubino and Wagner's (1972) options for state action are tailored for 
Utah below: 
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Utah's r ecreational urbanization has resulted in the state ' s inheritance 
of the same type and degree of need for state land use control as its neighbors, 
California and Colorado. Because of Utah's inexperience in state land control, 
planning and legislation might have to be incremental, in which case the state 
should act on areas of greatest need first. Documentation in this study has 
presented the case for the need of recreational urbanization control. Even 
under the circumstances of a special study commiss ion, Utah areas are so 
obviously endangered that it would be feasible to halt questionable development 
rather than allow irreparable damage to continue. 
IDtimately, State of Utah will have to assume r e sponsibility for control 
of recreational development, rather than leaving the responsibility in the hands 
of local government. Utah's situation is unique in that 80 percent of the popu-
lation live along the western slope of the Was atch Mountains, yet rec reational 
urbanization is heavily concentrated in rural counties , es pecially Southern Utah. 
Local, rural governments are not equipped for effective control. Developers 
will be more prone to abide by state laws, and will no longer e s cape regulation 
in mass via the route of least public and political resistance. Administration 
of state laws should be delegated to local governments, with final responsibility 
resting with the state. 
Rubino and Wagner (1972) mentioned the problem of states overlooking 
tools other than police power. Most state efforts have centered on police powers, 
but economic and administrative alternatives should be seriously considered: 
charge policies, reform of property tax procedures, facilities programming, 
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acquisition of land rights in less than fee simple, and public acquisition of 
land . 
Council of State Governments, Natural Resources and Environmental 
Management Committee of the National Governors' Conference, Intergovern-
mental Relations Committee of the National Legislative Conference, Urban 
Land Institute, American Society of Planning Officials, and many other or-
ganizations have established guidelines for federal, state, and local involvement 
in land use planning and management. The answer for Utah lies somewhere 
within a combination of those guidelines . 
CHAPTER Vlll 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Conclusions 
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State of Utah is long on recreational urbanization problems, and short 
on solutions. This study has indicated that, in general, state and local govern-
ments do not currently have all the authority necessary to regulate Utah 
recreational subdivision development in a manner than can minimize adverse 
economic and environmental impacts related to state and local economies and 
to Utah's natural resources. Protection of Utah's economies and natural en-
vironment is urgent. Study conservatively included 62 , 716 lots, 238,004 acres, 
and a value, in terms of developers' projected gross sales, of $211,836,550 in 
1972 dollars, for the eleven-year period 1962-72. Some developments are 
causing substantial negative economic and environmental impacts beyond, as 
well as within, areas of immediate development--to include national forests, 
parks, monuments, and recreational areas. Problems appear most severe in 
Southern Utah (six counties with 38 percent of Utah lots developed), especially 
within or adjacent to Dixie National Forest. 
For every five households in Utah for 1972 there is one recreational sub-
division lot, while the ratio oflots to households is 15:1 for Daggett County, 
6:1 for Kane County, 3:1 for Iron and Wasatch counties, and 2:1 for Duchesne, 
Sanpete, Summit, and Washington counties. Furthermore, documented evidence 
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shows that Iron County, with the most recreational subdivision lots of any Utah 
county--10, 447, is subsidizing California and Nevada ownership of Southern 
Utah mountain property through differential assessment. In a case study of 
840 lots on mountain property in the vicinity of Brian Head ski resort (Dixie 
National Forest and Cedar Breaks National Monument area), 86 percent of the 
ownership is out-of-state, with California and Nevada residents accounting for 
76 percent. Owners of recreational lots are assessed at 3 percent of land mar-
ket value, compared to the average county and state assessments of 14 percent 
and 15 percent, respectively. Amount of foregone tax revenue may be viewed 
as the direct cost to Iron County and State of Utah residents of subsidizing 
out-of-state ownership of prime mountain property. 
As the approximate geographic center of the West, Utah is within one 
day's drive of Los Angeles, San Francisco, Denver, and Phoenix. Proximity 
of these growing metropolitan areas has led to an ever-increasing demand for 
recreation and second homesites in Utah. Rural areas of the state have wel-
comed subdivision developments as possible remedies for depressed economies. 
Rural subdivisions, however, render agricultural and recreational land inactive 
by speculative investment. They alter watersheds--sometimes drastically--
which, prior to development, also provided abundant timber, grazing, wildlife, 
and recreational benefits. And they produce a demand for community services 
costing much more than the increased tax revenues they generate. Many sub-
divisions are currently approved by local governments prior to determining 
whether water and sewage systems can be provided. Actual home construction 
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is often underway before it is discovered that these facilities will not be avail-
able. Hence, irresponsible actions by developers and local governments have 
caused problems for buyers of recreational lots as well as for county and state 
residents. 
Between 1962 and 1972, only 50 percent of the recreational subdivisions 
registered with the Utah Real Estate Division (URED) claimed availability of 
water. Between 1970 and 1972, 130,452 developed acres (86 percent of the 
acres developed during this period) had no planned provisions for fire protec-
tion, while 28,089 lots (91 percent) had no surfaced roads. 
In spite of these problems, Utah has no land use plan--this is in the 
face of a rapidly growing demand for recreation homesites and the dependence 
of the state's tourist-based rural economy on preservation of unique environ-
mental features. utah Code authorizes URED to investigate agricultural lands 
being offered for sale for subdivision purposes and to make a public repori of 
the information obtained. URED, however , lacks authority to deny a permit 
to sell even if critical problems are apparent and are so stated in the Division's 
public report. A search of the files yielded several outstanding descriptions 
of what recreational subdivisions should not be and are indicative of the casual 
attitude taken by some developers toward URED's toothless permit requirements. 
Developers and out-of-state speculators are capturing Utah land rents, 
while state and local economies are facing increasing costs related to develop-
ment. Existing tax and fee control techniques at all levels of government 
actually subsidize developers and buyers, promoting development and speculation. 
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Despite strong state land use planning, control, and management action by 
other states , including California and Colorado, 1973 Utah Legislature refused 
to act. Yet Utah's recreational development problems are comparable to those 
of California and Colorado. Much like the adage, "the only thing we learn 
from history is that we don't learn from history," the only thing Utah appears 
to have learned from California and Colorado recreational urbanization prob-
lems is that the state has not learned from the neighboring states ' experiences. 
Recommendations 
Ultimately, State of Utah will have to assume responsibility for control 
of recreational development , rather than leaving the responsibility in the hands 
of local governments. Local, rural governments are not equipped for effective 
control. Developers and lot owners will be more prone to abide by state laws, 
and \\111 no longer escape regulation or regulation intent in mass via the route 
of least public and political resistance. 
Three basic methods of land use control and management are: (1) direct 
regulation or standards, including zoning; (2) payments, or subsidies for 
developers' abatement programs ; and (3) charges, or taxes. Most state ef-
forts have centered on police powers for direct regulation or standards, but 
Utah should seriously consider economic and administrative alternatives: 
charge policies, reform of property tax procedures , acquisition of land rights 
in less than fee simple, public acquisition of land, and performance guarantees. 
Developers and lot owners, including speculators , should be made to pay their 
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marginal costs. Marginal revenue can be set to marginal cost for environmental 
quality and equitable land use administration. Utah needs to take a hard look at 
economic alternatives, especially charge systems, as presented in the section 
"Economic Alternatives" (Cha!Xer VII), as well as planning innovations like 
composite computer mapping (Chapter VTI) which can solve "fit" between human 
settlements and the natural environment. 
Zoning is but one tool of a score which can prevent further abuse of 
Utah's economic and natural resources. But if Utah counties are to adopt zoning 
ordinances for purpose of protecting their economic and natural environment, 
ordinances should give counties the ability to evaluate proposals for recrea-
tional subdivisions in terms of their potential impact on· public services and 
facilities and the natural resources of the area. Ordinances should protect the 
general welfare by denying those recreational subdivisions which would place 
undue tax burdens on residents of the county or place undue burden on the en-
vironmental system of the area. 
As Thomas Jefferson put it, "The face and character of our country are 
determined by what we do With America and Its resources ... " (CDC, 197lb, 
p. 7) It would be wise, therefore, for the State of Utah to adopt the recom-
mendations of the California Department of Conservation (CDC, 197la, p. 5): 
"Require governmental agencies at all levels to develop standards and pro-
cedures necessary to protect environmental quality." 
1. All local governments adopt adequate grading and erosion and 
sedimentation control ordinances to apply to all subdivision and 
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lot split developments. To assure conformance to the ordinances, 
a performance bond should be required. 
2. Require that all general plans use as a base an environmental 
management element which considers the soil mantle, vegetative 
cover and other natural resources. The general plans should be 
in accordance With the environmental goals and land use policy 
being developed by the office of planning and research. 
3. Local governments develop and enforce specific and strict zoning 
ordinances which conform to the general plans. 
4. Require local governments to make environmental impact studies 
for all proposed zoning changes that result in significant changes 
in land use. 
5. Provide authority for local government to review all subdivisions 
approved prior to (Utah land use acts passed subsequent to this 
study). Where little or no development has occurred, provide local 
government with a means to encourage the reversion of unused lots 
to acreage .•. 
6. Provide state assistance to local governments in determining the 
impacts of proposed land uses and in developing plans, ordinances, 
and control measures. (CDC, 1971a, p. 5) 
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Appendix A 
Utah Real Estate Division Requirements for Subdivision Developers 
Table 38. Information required of subdivision developers by Utah Real Estate 
Division, Department of Business Regulationa 
Information required 
Before issuing a public report and permit the following information must be 
filed: 
1. One copy of Standard Subdivision Questionnaire completely filled in and 
properly signed. 
2. Fee of $150.00/ plus $1.00 per lot or parcel has been set by the Commission 
as a reasonable fee. This should be submitted at the time of filing, as pro-
vided in Section 61-2-15 of the Utah Real Estate Act .· 
3. Full information concerning the corporation, company, association or per-
son proposing to sell or promote the sale of said subdivided lands. 
4. Evidence the project has l:leen cleared with ~nd approved hy the County 
Commission and the County Planning Commission of the county in which 
the land is located. 
5. Information from the State Health Department as to the requirements per-
taining to water and sewage, etc. 
6. If water is not available and it i s inferred that water can be obtained by 
drilling, then a statement from the State Engineer' s Office must be filed, 
indicating the possibility of obtaining permits to drill, the probability of 
adequate water supply, and costs to accomplish. 
7. Evidence of a title by a "preliminary title report" by a title insurance 
company qualified to do business in the state where the land is located; 
or a legal opinion by a competent attorney. 
8. Right to sell, evidenced by recorded deed data showing the property is in 
the name of the seller or promoter ; or a copy of the contract under which 
the property is being purchased hy the seller or promoter s howing parcels 
can be released from the contract and conveyed by sufficient deed when paid 
for by the purchaser. 
9. A copy of contracts, trust deeds, or deeds proposed to be used when selling 
parcels of the subdivided land. 
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Table 38. (Continued) 
Information required 
10. If legal descriptions are by lot and block number then a copy of the re-
corded plat must be filed with the Real Estate Division. 
11. Full information on utilities such as water, electric power, telephone, 
natural gas and sewage . 
12. Full information as to roads and streets, both on and off site. How to find 
the property, routes and distances, from known points. 
13. Copies of advertisements, radio scripts, brochures and literature to be 
used in connection with the promotion . 
14. If any other State has made a public report on this subdivision, a copy 
should be submitted. 
15. Other information may be required by the Commission in certain situations. 
16. Report from Health Department and licensed geologist as to feasibility of 
land use. 
aURED (1972, pp. 1-2) 
Table 39. Utah "Standard Subdivision Questionnaire" filed with Utah Real 
Estate Division, Department of Business Regulationa 
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Information required Information collected 
by author 
1. Name and/or tract number of subdivision 
2. Location: (Submit location sketch) 
City 
County 
State 
X 
X 
X 
X 
Description--sections, townships, range X 
Distance miles. Direction from city or town X 
3. Total number of lots X 
Sizes of l ots X 
Total number of acres X 
4. Subdivider Name(s) 
Address 
Telephone 
If a corporation, give the names and addresses of 
officers and directors 
If a partnership or joint venture, give the names and 
addresses of the members 
Give names and addresses of promoters, trustee, 
and other individual s with a substantial financial 
interest. 
(Attach lists on separate sheet if necessary.) 
5. Topography 
Level, rolling, hill y or rocky? 
6. Method of conveyancing to purchaser 
7. Title vested in 
A current certificate of title, policy of title insurance, 
or preliminary title report evide ncing the ownership 
or interest in the common area or common facility. 
When will it be installed to individual lots? 
What costs will lot purchaser have to pay for extension 
of facilities in order to receive service? 
X 
Telephone--Is it available? X 
If so, state name and address or company to supply it 
Where are present facilities in relation to tract? 
What costs will l ot purchaser have to pay for extension 
of facilities in order to receive service? 
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Table 39. (Continued) 
Information required Infor mation collected by author 
8. Drainage 
Are artificial drains or storm sewers to be in stalled? X 
At whose expense are any such drains or sewers to 
be installed ? 
Is land subject to flooding? X 
9. Water Supply 
State whether water supply company will be municipal, 
public utility, mutual, irrigation district, etc . X 
Name and address of company 
Who will pay costs of installation of water? 
Have you complied with "Rules and Regulations" of the 
Utah State Board of Health ? 
If water is to be obtained by drilling, have you cleared 
with the Utah State Engineer? (other s tate?) 
Are shares appurtenant to the land ? 
What cost, if any, will l ot purchaser have to pay for 
share of stock? 
10. Fire Protection 
What provision is or will be made available for fire 
protection? 
Name of fir e department or fire district, if any 
11. Public Utilities 
X 
X 
Electricity--Is it available? X 
If so, s tate name and address or company to supply it 
Where are present facilities in r elation to tract? 
When will it be installed to individual lots? 
What costs will lot purchaser have to pay for extension 
of facilities in order to receive service? 
Gas--Is it available ? X 
If so, state name and address of company to supply it 
Where are present facilities in r elation to tract? 
When will it be installed to individual lots? 
What costs will lot purchaser have t o pay for extension 
of facilities in order to receive service? 
Tele phone--Is it available ? X 
If so, state name and address of com pany to s upply i t 
Where are present facilities in relation to t ract? 
When will it be installed to individ ual lots? 
What costs will lot purchaser have to pay for extension 
of facilities in order to receive service? 
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Table 39 (Continued) 
Information required Information collected by author 
12. Sanitation 
13 . 
14. 
15. 
Are public sewers now installed? 
If not, will they be installed? 
When? 
Who will pay cost of installation of sewer system? 
Who is to pay the cost of the sewer extension to the 
house? 
Into what sewer system will tract sewers discharge? 
If public sewers are not to be installed, are cess-
pools or septic tanks to be used? 
Septic tank, Cesspool 
Will Jots be subject to a service charge for sewerage? 
If so, state monthly charge 
Will lots be subject to assessment for outfall sewerage? 
If so, state amount 
Is cost of septic tank or cesspool to be borne by lot 
purchaser? 
Streets and Roads 
Are streets bounding tract public streets? 
If not, explain on separate sheet how purchasers 
wiJI have legal accress to the tract 
Are they all-weather surfaced? 
Are streets within tract now dedicated? 
If not, will they be dedicated? 
Have they been accepted for public use? 
Have they been accepted for maintenance? 
Ai·e streets within tract now surfaced? 
What type of surface? 
Public Transportation 
State type, location and distance from tract 
Public School Districts: 
High School--Name of school district 
Junior High School--Name of school district 
Grammar School--Name of school district 
School Bus--Is it available: 
To grammar school? 
To junior high school ? 
To high school ? 
Is it free? 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
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T a ble 39. (Continued) 
Information r equired Information collected by author 
16. Shopping facilities 
State distance to nearest community s hopping center. 
Give location and general descripti on of extent of 
facilities nearest mile X 
17. Are you going to use any of the following repre-
sentations in offering parcels for sale? 
a. Money-back guarantee unde r specified conditions 
Yes_ No__ X 
b . Existence of nearby rec reational facilities or areas 
Yes__ No__ X 
c . A bonus or gift to the purchaser 
Yes__ No__ X 
d. A "free" trip to the property 
Yes__ No__ X 
e. A warranty of any kind 
Yes__ No__ X 
f. Industrial, commercial or urban growth 
possibilities or potential 
Yes__ No__ X 
g. Describe fully the above r e presentations or any 
other special sales inducements and plans to 
s ubstantiate 
18. Selling costs, including, but not limited to: 
1. Commis sion Expenses 2 . Advertising & 
Promotional Expenses 
3. Administrative Expenses 4. Other X 
19. Sales price per acre and /or l ot or parcel 
1. Cash 
2. Terms 
20 . Improveme nt costs (detailed by major categories) 
per acre and/ or I ot or parcel 
X 
X 
X 
X 
BY----------------------~---­(Signature of person preparing for m) 
aURED (197 2, pp. 3-6). 
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Appendix B 
Detailed Documentation of Utah Recreational Subdivi sions, 1962-7 2 
Table 40. Recreational subdivisions in Utah counties by year and county, 
1962-72 
$ 
Year and # # Av. s ize # Av. price 
county Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value 
1962 
Daggett 1 2,826 . 3 800 1,056 844,974 
Duchesne 1 665 . 5 328 3,994 1,310,000 
Iron 6 2,399 1.5 3,587 284 1,021,660 
Kane 3 346 . 4 150 3,901 585,206 
Summit 1 94 10.2 962 342 329,000 
Utah 1 1,222 5.0 6,100 1,100 6,710,000 
Washington 
..1. __.illl. ...1.:..Q ~ _@Q 98 ,000 
Average 1.6 899 
Total 14 7,650 12,127 10,898,840 
1963 
Box Elder 334 8.0 2, 756 13 35,828 
Duchesne 71 . 25 18 4,027 72,491 
Garfield 1 178 . 5 89 2,042 181,738 
Iron 4 414 .4 184 2,227 409,824 
Kane 1 243 .33 80 3,101 248,103 
Summit 3 190 4. 6 879 466 409,690 
Wasatch 2 155 2. 4 366 741 271, 250 
1 no data available 
Weber 
..1. _.1QQ ~ 2,647 ~ 714,700 
Average 3.1 333 
Total 14 2,285 7' 029 2,343,624 
no data available 
1964 
Daggett 3 270 4.6 1,~3 7 ~~1 347,768 
Duchesne 2 213 8.0 1,735 250 433,750 
Iron 446 1(j.4 7,330 124 908,948 
Kane 64 16.4 1,052 124 130,432 
Millard 594 3.0 1, 892 124 234,630 
Sanpete 1 330 10.0 3,300 204 672,540 
Summit 4 461 11.9 5,498 117 642,564 
Utah 1 31 16.5 510 124 63,178 
Wasatch 2 __..;)g 30.2 11,760 _llQ 1,297,952 
Average 12.0 138 
Total 17 2,801 34,314 4,731,762 
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Table 40. (Continued) 
$ 
Year and # # Av. size # Av . price 
county Sub. Lot s in acres Acres per acre $Value 
1965 
Duchesne no data available 
Garfield 2 108 .3 33 3,256 107,460 
Iron 5 259 1. 2 315 1,342 422.742 
Kane 4 294 3.5 1,015 1, 454 1,475,325 
Sanpete 1 248 5.0 1,240 139 172,360 
Summit 4 456 5.0 2 , 363 182 429, 600 
Utah 2 no data available 
11 3. 6 40 488 19, 520 
Wasatch _i __1.Q.§. ..b..Q. ___§illi ~ 283 , 840 
Average 3.5 488 
Total 21 1,584 5, 611 2,910,847 
3 no data available 
1966 
Beaver 1 21 27.3 574 424 243,376 
Garfield 4 336 1.0 324 2, 820 913' 594 
Iron 3 527 • 6 293 1,038 304 , 236 
Kane 4 873 . 6 511 2,026 1,035,120 
Morgan 2 164 .7 110 2,209 243, 000 
Salt Lake 31 . 4 12 1 , 938 23 , 250 
Summit 2 172 64. 0 11,079 27 302,449 
Utah 1 no data available 
1 535 . 6 331 2,909 963 ,000 
Wasatch 
....£ ..._..lll!1. ___:_1. ___2lQ 5, 513 1,709,000 
Average 4.0 424 
Total 20 3 , 356 13,544 5 ,7 37,025 
1 no data available 
1967 
Beaver 2 103 1.5 153 l ' 480 215,364 
Cache ~ 1,425 3.(; 5,100 101 535,000 
Garfield 1 40 . 7 2G 949 24 , 674 
Iron 4 2,705 . 3 830 1, 714 1,422,3 00 
Kane 75 . 5 40 4,:n 3 172,500 
Salt Lake 2 225 . 4 100 3 , 825 382 ,500 
Summit 6 291 4.0 1 , 150 587 675,075 
Wasatch 1 80 1.0 80 3, 200 256,000 
Washington _]_ 1, 083 ~ 1, 286 3 ,606 4,637 ,260 
Average 1. 5 949 
Total 22 6, 027 8, 765 8,320, 673 
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Table 40. (Continued) 
$ 
Year and # # Av. size # Av. price 
county Sub. Lots Acres per acre $Value 
1968 
Box Elder 1 14 40.6 569 75 42, 675 
Garfield 3 326 • 6 182 3, 506 638,000 
Iron 5 850 1.2 994 541 538,069 
Kane 4 299 . 6 188 2, 690 505,800 
Sanpete 2 1,988 . 5 940 140 131,600 
Summit 1 44 10.0 440 995 437,800 
Washington ....§. ~ ___..:..]_ __;m 8,037 2,708,294 
Average . 9 1,370 
Total 21 3,983 3,650 5,002,238 
1969 
Carbon 1 43 . 9 40 2,032 81, 270 
Garfield 1 41 2.5 102 1,306 133,250 
Iron 5 379 1.9 727 882 640,865 
Kane 8 751 . 8 627 2,788 1,747,985 
Millard 29 1.3 37 2,467 91,263 
Salt Lake 1 22 5.2 114 1,750 199,500 
San Pete 121 . 6 70 1,547 108,295 
Sevier 1 528 . 1 76 4,828 366,960 
Summit 2 213 10.3 2,194 534 1,171,500 
Tooele 5 1,028 . 8 783 4,442 3,478,150 
Wasatch 63 4.0 251 879 220,500 
Washington 11 1,022 . 8 868 5,985 5, 195, 366 
Wayne 
....!. ____E 8.6 1, 880 3,750 70,500 
Average 1.8 1,738 
Total 39 4,262 7, 769 13,505,404 
1970 
Beaver 7 284 . 3 93 9,161 852 ,000 
Emery 1 101 .9 94 1,601 151,500 
Garfield 1 93 . 9 81 6,883 557,535 
no data avaHable 
Iron 5 184 4.2 770 556 428,300 
Kane 3 590 4. 8 2,856 1,204 3,439 ,350 
Rich 1 110 . 8 90 3, 361 302,500 
Salt Lake 2 201 fi.O 1,200 240 287,500 
Sanpete 3 1,973 2.8 5,490 810 4,450,750 
Summit 3 200 7.8 1, 558 1,406 2,191,250 
Tooele 9 794 .3 212 30,514 6,469,000 
no data avaHable 
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Table 40. (Continued) 
$ 
Year and # # Av. size $ Av. price 
county Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value 
1970 (Cont.) 
Utah 86 0 4 34 2,250 765,000 
Wasatch 4 1,412 4.4 6,265 451 2, 828 ,750 
Washington 19 1,135 0 8 899 7,840 7,048,015 
Wayne 1 19 14.7 280 250 70,000 
Weber 2 ___Ml ....i:Jl. 4,042 J.ld 3,286,610 
Average 3.0 1,382 
Total 63 8,023 23,964 33,128,060 
2 no data available 
1971 
Beaver 184 0 7 129 9, 699 1,251,200 
Box Elder 3 1,247 27 0 1 33,809 99 3,333,725 
Davis 1 7 0 7 5 14,000 70,000 
Duchesne 2 4,403 5.2 23,020 287 6,604,500 
Iron 7 434 4.7 2,030 534 1,083,000 
Kane 2 241 1.8 425 1,701 723,000 
Millard 468 10.0 4,680 200 936,000 
Morgan 230 12.3 2,840 550 1,562,000 
Rich 161 2.0 320 2,802 896,500 
Sanpete 2 450 1.6 740 606 448,405 
Summit 7 279 2.2 616 2,352 1,449,050 
Wasatch 4 330 1.4 454 1,904 864, 27 5 
Washington 6 163 0 5 85 7' 692 65,850 
Weber ~ _..1Q 10.1 ___iQi ____2.11 260,000 
Average 8.1 289 
Total 39 8 , 637 69,447 20,135,505 
1972 
Beaver 2 26 4. 6 119 957 113' 920 
Box Elder 4 2,104 10.0 21,108 175 1,043,900 
Carbon 4 137 30.1 4,120 400 1,648,000 
Daggett 1 61 0 5 28 5,882 164,700 
Duchesne 2 852 10.9 9,280 225 2,088 ,000 
Iron 9 1,850 1.3 2, 329 2,828 6,585 ,790 
Juab 224 5.0 1,120 2,479 2,776,480 
Kane 10 94G 1.1 1,076 3,336 3,589,850 
Millard 2 37 10.0 370 434 160,750 
Rich 4 204 1.2 238 5,619 1,337,220 
Sanpete 4 972 2.1 2,066 2,032 4,198,220 
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Table 40. (Continued) 
$ 
Year and # # Av. size $ Av. price 
county Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value 
1972 (Cont.) 
Summit 3 817 1.3 1,034 6,576 6,799,330 
Tooele 2 990 .4 373 21,598 8' 055, 950 
Utab 5 278 15.0 4,177 1, 428 5,965,980 
Wasatch 4 1,247 1.2 1,503 7' 939 11,932,100 
Washington 5 3,223 . 6 1,933 15,652 30,254,500 
Weber 2. _.!.1Q ....i:..1 ___§QQ_ 1,225 980,000 
Average 3.7 1, 697 
Total 63 14,108 51,674 87,694,690 
State 
Average 3.8 817 
Total 334 62, 716 238,004 194,408,668 
no data available 
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Table 41. Recreational subdivisions in Utah counties by county and year 1 
1962-72 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Beaver 
1966 21 27.3 574 424/Aa 2431376 wet 
1967 67 . 6 40 31000/L 2011000 wet 
_]& 2:..1 113 ____lliL!, 141364 wet 
2 103 1.5 153 11408/ A 2151364 
1970 40 .3 13 31000/L 1201000 wet 
10 • 3 13 31000/L 1201000 dry 
45 • 3 15 31000/ L 1351000 dry 
40 • 3 13 31000/L 1201000 dry 
40 • 3 13 31000/ L 1201000 dry 
40 • 3 13 31000/L 1201000 dry 
_1Q. ~ _Jd l....QQ.QLl, 1171000 dry 
7 284 • 3 93 91161/A 8521000 
1971 184 . 7 129 61 800/L 112511 200 wet 
91699/A 
1972 10 3.9 39 51000/L 501000 wet 
1§. 
....2:..Q. ~ ~ 63,920 dry 
2 26 4.6 119 957/ A 1131920 
----------------------------- -- -
Average 1.7 21505/ A 
Total 13 618 11068 216751860 
Box Elder 
1963 1 344 8.0 21756 104/L 351828 dry 
13/A 
1968 1 14 40.6 569 75/A 421675 dry 
1971 499 41.1 201509 125/ A 215631625 dry 
388a 25.0a 91700 33/A 3201100 wet 
_j_(iQ 10.0 2,600 ~ 450 ,000 dry 
3 11247 27.1 331809 99/A 313331725 
1972 582 10.0 51831 200/L 1161 400 dry 
527 10.1 51311 200/L 1051400 wet 
593 10.0 51946 200/L 11 81600 dry 
___ill 10.0 ~ ___illLh 703,500 dry 
4 21104 10.0 211108 49/A 110431900 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and il il Av. size il Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Box Elder (Cont . ) 
Average 15.7 77/A 
Total 9 3,709 58,242 4,456,128 
Cache 
1967 125 40.0 5,000 100/A 500,000 dry 
1, 300 _._1 __!_QQ 350LA 35 ,000 wet 
2 1, 425 3.6 5,100 104/ A 535 , 000 
-------------------------------
Average 3.6 104/ A 
Total 2 1, 425 5,100 535,000 
Carbon 
1969 43 .9 40 1,890/L 80,270 wet 
2,032/A 
1972 51 29.8 1,520 400/A 608,000 dry 
1'7 30.6 520 400/ A 208,000 dry 
28 30.0 840 400/A 336 ,000 dry 
__11 30.2 1, 240 ----.iQQL.a 496,000 dry 
4 137 30.1 4,120 400/ A 1,648,000 
-------------------------------
Average 23.0 416/ A 
Total 5 180 4, 160 1, 729 ,270 
~ 
1962 2,826 . 3 800 299/L 844,974 dry 
1, 056/ A 
1964 86 4.6a 394a 1,288/La llO, 768 wet 
24 1. 8a 43a 500/L 12,000 dry 
~ 2:..Q_ ~ 1, 406LL 225,000 dry 
~ 270 4.6 1, 23 7 281/A 347,768 
1972 61 . 5 28 2,700/L 164,700 wet 
5, 882/ A 
-------------------------------
Average . 7 657/A 
Total 5 3, 157 2,065 1,357,442 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Davis 
1971 7 . 7 5 10,000/L 70,000 wet 
14,000/A 
-------------------------------
Average • 7 14,000/A 
Total 1 7 5 70,000 
Duchesne 
1962 655 . 5 328 2,000/L 1,310,000 dry 
3,994/A 
1963 71 . 25 18 1,021/La 72,491 dry 
4,027/Aa 
1964 209a 8.oa 1,700 250/A 425,000 dry 
__ 4a ~a 
__l.§_ 250lba 8,750 dry 
2 213 8. 0 1,735 250/A 433,750 
1965 no data available 
1971 1,347 10.0 13,47() 150/A 2,020,500 dry 
3,056 ~ 9,550 480/A 4,584,000 dry 
2 4, 403 5.2 23,020 287/A 6,604,500 
1972 800 10.0 8,000 225/A 1,800,000 wet 
____§..£ 24.6 1, 280 225lAa 288,000 dry 
2 852 10.9 9,280 225/A 2,088,000 
-------------------------------
Average 5.6 306/A 
Total 8 6,194 34,381 10,508,741 
no data available 
Emery 
1970 101 .9 94 1,500/L 151,500 dry 
1,601/A 
-------------------------------
Average .9 1, 601/ A 
Total 1 101 94 151,500 
Qarfield 
1963 178 • 5 89 1,021/La 181,738 dry 
2,042/Aa 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av . price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Garfield (Cont.) 
995/L a 1965 45 . 3 15 44,775 wet 
___&1 _:.1. ______!§_ ~ 62,685 wet 
2 108 . 8 33 3,256/A 107,460 
1966 43 . 9 38 1,463/Aa 55,594 dry 
93 • 9 81 6,000/ L 558,000 dry 
72 1.0 75 1,440/A 108, 000 dry 
_!d§. _hQ _ill. .L..QQ.QL'.L 192,000 dry 
4 336 1.0 324 2,820/ A 913,594 
1967 40 . 7 26 949/ A a 24, 674 dry 
1968 180 . 6 100 1,200/ L 216,000 dry 
32 . 6 18 2,500/ L 80,000 dry 
__l!i _.:..§. ____2.1 3,000/L 342,000 wet 
3 326 . 6 182 3,406/A 63 8,000 
1969 41 2. 5 102 3,250/L 133,250 dry 
1970 no data available 
93 . 9 81 5,995/L 557,535 dry 
6, 88 3/ A 
-------------------------------
Average . 8 3, 054/ A 
Total 13 1,122 837 2,556 ,251 
1 no data available 
Iron 
1962 242 2.4 592 158/A 93 ,53 6 dry 
128 2. 5 320 198/A 63,360 dry 
71 . 5 36 1,390/ A 50,040 dry 
1,699 1. 25 2,124 316/A 671, 184 dry 
136 1. 4a 196a 410/La 55,760 dry 
___ill. __b..L __1Qll. 285LA a 87 780 dry 
6 2,399 1.5 3,587 284/A 1,021,660 
1963 225 . 4a 97a 961/L 216,174 dry 
60 .5a 27a 990/ La 59,400 dry 
75 .4a 33a 990/ L a 74,250 dry 
---.M ____,_Q _J:1. 1, 111LL 60,000 dry 
4 414 .4 184 2, 227/ A 409 ,824 
1964 446 16.4a 7,330a 2, 038/L a 908,948 wet 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av . price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Iron (Cont.) 
127a 1965 68 1. 9a 2,500/L 170,000 dry 
15 1. 2a 18a 1, 632/La 24,480 dry 
63 . 6 40 3, 117/A 124,687 dry 
85 1. 25 106 395/L 33,575 dry 
~ _._9 _.1.1 2,500/L 70,000 dry 
5 259 1.2 315 1,342/A 422,742 
1966 13 4.2 55 5,000/L 65,000 wet 
446 . 4 200 1,000/A 200,000 wet 
____§_§_ -=....§. ~ ~a 39,236 wet 
3 527 . 6 293 1, 038/ A 304,236 
1967 34 • 6 19 1,700/L 57,800 wet 
100 . 6 60 1,995/L 199,500 dry 
2,500 • 3 640 395/A 987,500 dry 
___.11. 
....hQ Jll. ~ 177,500 wet 
4 2,705 • 3 830 1,714/A 1,422,300 
1968 541 .9H 468a 599/L 324,059 dry 
36 1.3 45 650/L 23,400 wet 
112 2.5 280 100/A 28,000 dry 
63 1.2 73 1,500/L 94,500 dry 
~ ...1d. ___!1§_ ~ 68,110 wet 
5 850 1.2 994 541/A 538,069 
1969 29 5. 5 160 2,650/L 76,850 wet 
222 1.3 280 995/A 278, 600 wet 
48 5. 0 240 1,495/L 71,760 wet 
49 . 6 27 2,395/L 111' 355 dry 
__ll _,_Q __..1Q 2,3ooLJ, 102,300 dry 
5 379 1.9 727 882/A 640,865 
1970 54 . 6 30 2,500/L 135,000 dry 
8 4.0 320 3,850/L 30,800 dry 
68 1.5 100 995/A 159,200 wet 
40 6.0 240 1,795/L 71,800 wet 
___!i 5. 7 
____M ~ 31,500 wet 
5 184 4.2 770 556/A 428,300 
1971 56 5.7 320 2,750/L 154,000 wet 
47 1.0 47 3,000/L 94,000 wet 
1 55 5.8 320 3,000/L 165,000 dry 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County # # # $ 
and Sub. Lots Av. size Acres Av. price Availability 
year in acres per acre $Value of water 
Iron (Cont.) 
1971 con. 40 1.0 40 2,300/L 92,000 dry 
95 1.1 103 1,995/A 206,000 dry 
113 5.7 640 2,400/L 271,200 wet 
~ 20.0 _§.§Q 3.600/L 100,800 dry 
7 434 4.7 2,030 534/A 1,083,000 
1972 115 2.4 275 1,700/A 467,500 dry 
130 . 9 111 3, 560/La 462,800 wet 
802 . 5 401 3, 560/La 2,855,120 dry 
27 5.9 160 4,200/L 113,500 wet 
58 5.5 320 2,950/L 171,100 wet 
271 • 7 186 3,560/La 964,760 wet 
115 5. 6 640 3,350/L 385,250 wet 
251 . 8 189 4,990/A 943,110 dry 
_JU. _.:..§. __!1 2,75Q.L.l, ~..._7_Q_Q. dry 
9 1,850 1.3 2,329 2,828/A 6,585,790 
-------------------------------
Average 1.9 710/A 
Total 54 10,447 19,389 13,765,734 
Juab 
1972 1 224 5.0 1,120 ,2, 479/Aa 2,776,480 dry 
-------------------------------
Average 5.0 2,479/Aa 
Total 1 224 1,120 2,776,480 
Kane 
1962 160 . 5 85 4, 710/A 400,320 dry 
127 .4 50 2,690/A 126 ,365 dry 
_..Q.l!. ____,_;]_ _....._.li 3,901LAa 58,521 dry 
3 346 .4 150 3,901/A 585 ,206 
1963 243 .33 80 1, 021/L a 248,103 dry 
3,101/A 
1964 64 16. 4a 1,052a 2, 038/L a 130,432 dry 
124/Aa 
1965 145 5.8 840 1,454/Aa 1,221,360 dry 
57 1.3 76 1,995/L 113,715 dry 
75 1. 2a 88a 1,700/L 127,500 dry 
___11 _.:..§. _.ll ~ 12,750 dry 
4 294 3.5 1,015 1, 454/A 1,475,325 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Kane (Cont.) 
2,026/Aa 1966 351 . 3 120 243,120 wet 
285 1.0 271 1,000/L 285,000 dry 
78 . 5 40 1,200/L 93,600 dry 
--..llil. _._5 ___]Q b...§.QQJL 413,400 wet 
4 873 • 6 511 2,026/A 1,035,120 
1967 1 75 . 5 40 2,300/L 172,500 wet 
1968 113 . 6 68 2,100/L 273,300 dry 
37 • 8 29 625/L 23,125 dry 
62 . 5 30 2,500/L 155,000 dry 
___1l1 ~ ___§J_ ~ 54,375 wet 
4 299 .6 188 2,690/A 505,800 
1969 19 2.1 40 2,300/L 43,700 dry 
92 .9 80 2,500/L 230,000 dry 
76 . 7 50 2,700/L 205,200 wet 
274 . 6 162 3,500/L 959,000 dry 
48 1.1a 52 a 3,000/L 144, 000 dry 
65 . 6 42 530/L 54,450 dry 
85 1.7 141 975/L 82,875 dry 
~ ~ __§Q ~ 48 700 dry 
8 751 . 8 627 2,788/A 1,747,925 
1970 150 2. 7 408 2,250/A 918,000 wet 
122 14.8 1,810 1,035/A 1,873,350 wet 
48 • 6 31 2,250/L 108,000 dry 
---.ml ~ ___§Q7_ b..Q.QQLL 540,000 dry 
4 590 4.8 2,856 1,204/A 3,439,350 
1971 26 . 6 15 3, 000/11 78,000 dry 
215 
.....!:J! ____11Q 3,000/La (j45, 000 dry 
2 241 1.8 425 1,701/A 723,000 
1972 60 . 5 :JO 4,450/L 267,000 dry 
51 . 9 48 850/L 43,350 dry 
117 . 4 50 1,150/L 134,550 wet 
195 . 6 1:::4 4,000/L 780,000 dry 
37 7.4 275 9,100/L 336,700 dry 
62 . 6 40 5,500/L 341,000 dry 
155 2.0 310 3,750/L 581,250 dry 
236 . 7 160 4,000/L 944,000 dry 
25 1.1 27 4,500/L 112,500 dry 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Kane (Cont.) 
1972 con. 
-
__ 1_1 
...l:..l ____11 4, 500/L 49,500 dry 
10 946 1.1 1, 076 3,336/A 3,589,850 
-------------------------------
Average 1.7 1,702/A 
Total 42 4, 722 8,020 13,652,671 
Millard 
1964 594 3.0 1,892 395/L 234,630 dry 
124/Aa 
1969 29 1.3 37 3, 147/ L a 91, 263 wet 
2,467/Aa 
1971 468 10.0 4,680 200/A 936,000 dry 
1972 32 10.0 320 425/A 136,000 wet 
__ 5 10.0 ~ 495[A 24,750 wet 
2 37 10.0 370 434/A 160,750 
-------------------------------
.Average G.2 204/A 
Total 5 1,128 6,979 1,422,643 
Morgan 
1966 14 ,. 7 10 4,000/L 56,000 wet 
_____!QQ. _.J.. _!QQ. 1,870[L 187,000 wet 
2 164 . 7 110 2,209/A 243,000 
1971 230 12.3 2,840 550/A 1,562 ,000 dry 
-------------------------------
Average 7.5 612/A 
Total 3 394 2,950 1,805,000 
Rich 
1970 1 110 . 8 90 2,750/L 302,500 wet 
:J,3fH/A 
1971 161 2.0 320 5,500/L 89G, 500 wet 
1972 54 1.4 7G 5,750/L 310,500 wet 
55 1.5 82 6, 555/L a 360,525 wet 
49 1.4 70 6, 555/La 321,195 wet 
__..1§. 
---=.1. ___!Q.Q_ 7,500[L 345,000 wet 
4 204 1.2 238 5,619/A 1,337,220 
-------------------~-----------
Average 1.4 3,914/A 
Total 6 475 648 2,536,220 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and il il Av. size il Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Salt Lake 
1966 31 . 4 12 750/L 23,250 dry 
1, 938/ A 
1967 150 • 5 75 200/L 300,000 wet 
__7_§. ____,_;j_ ______£§. 1,100/L 82 ,500 dry 
2 225 .4 100 3, 825/A 382,500 
1969 1 22 5. 2 114 1, 750/ A 199,500 wet 
1970 100 5.5 550 1,250/L 125,000 wet 
____!Ql __§_,_.1 ~ ~ 162,500 wet 
2 201 6. 0 1,200 240/A 287' 500 
-------------------------------
Average 3.0 626/A 
Total 6 479 1,426 892, 750 
Sanpete 
1964 330 10.0 3,300 2, 038/La 672, 540 dry 
204/A 
1965 1 248 5.0 1,240 139/A 172,360 dry 
1968 128 3.8 480 140/ A 67' 200 dry 
1, 860 
--=.J. ___i§Q 140[Aa 64 ,400 dry 
2 1, 988 .5 940 140/ A 131, 600 
1969 121 • 6 70 895/ L 108, 295 dry 
1,547/ A 
1970 1,800 2. 6 4, 600 2,250/L 4,050,000 dry 
16 2. 2 35 1,000/A 16,000 wet 
___l!IT ___§_,_.1 855 450[A 384 , 750 wet 
3 1,973 2.8 5,490 810/A 4,450,750 
1972 26 25.4 660 500/A 330,000 dry 
36 10.0 360 9 ,750/L 351,000 dry 
44 1.6 80 5,975/ L 292,775 wet 
_____§_§! __!,_]._ ___ll_§_§_ 3 , 745[L 3,224 ,445 dry 
4 972 2. 1 2,066 2,032/A 4,198,220 
-------------------------------
Average 2. 3 735/A 
Total 14 6,082 13,846 10,182,170 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Sevier 
1969 94 10.2 962 3,500/L 329,000 dry 
342/A 
1963 67 9.0 603 2,600/L 174,200 wet 
84 2.4 200 1,000/A 200,000 dry 
____;j_Q ...b..Q.a ~ ~ 35,490 dry 
3 190 4.6 879 466/A 409,690 
1964 98 20.4 1, 995 1,995/L 195,510 dry 
72 . 5 36 505/L 41,400 dry 
77 11. 9a 917a 1, 394/L a 107,338 dry 
___lli 11.9a 2,550 1, 394[L a 298,316 wet 
4 461 11.9 5,498 117/A 642,564 
1965 105 . 5 52 2,600/L 273,000 wet 
11 5.5a 609a 2,600/L 28,600 wet 
110 • 3 35 1,429/A 50,000 wet 
230 
...1..:.1 1, 667 2,600[L 78,000 wet 
4 456 5. 0 2,363 182/A 429,600 
2 no data available 
1966 20 . 5 10 3,500/L 70,000 wet 
_____ill 72. 8 11,069 ~ 232,449 wet 
2 172 64.0 11,079 27/A 302,449 
no data available 
1967 17 10.3 175 1,350/A 236, 250 wet 
183 .4 75 587 I A a 44,025 wet 
30 1.3 40 1,500/L 45,000 wet 
16 10.0 160 2,500/L 40,000 dry 
30 10.0 300 2,500/L 75,000 wet 
__!!i 26.7 ____1Q_Q_ 587 [A a 234,800 dry 
6 291 4.0 1,150 587/A 675,075 
1968 44 10.0 440 995/A 437,800 dry 
1969 196 10.3a 2,019a 5, 500/L a 1,078,000 wet 
__11. 10.3 
.-11Ji ~ 93,500 wet 
2 213 10.3 2,104 534/A 1,171,500 
1970 67 . 4 24 20,000 1,340,000 wet 
120 11.7 1,400 550/A 770,000 wet 
_ll 10.3 _lli 6,250[L __§J_..1.§Q dry 
3 200 7.9 1,558 1, 406/ A 2,191,250 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County # 
and # # Av. size # Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Summit (Cont.) 
1971 25 10.6 266 6,250/L 156,250 dry 
13 4.5 58 1, 500/A 87,000 dry 
78 1.0 80 3,600/L 280,800 wet 
25 3.0 75 1,500/A 112, 500 dry 
3 8.3 25 700/A 17,500 wet 
100 1.0 100 3,750/L 375,000 wet 
___]_§_ _._3 ___g 12,000[L 420,000 wet 
2 279 2.2 616 2,352/A 1,449,050 
1972 100 .5 200 1,995/L 199,500 wet 
134 1.0 134 5,745/A 769,830 wet 
~ __k1 _1.QQ 10,000[L 5,830,000 wet 
3 817 1.3 1,034 6, 576/A 6,799,330 
-------------------------------
Average 8. 6 534/A 
Total 36 3,217 27' 773 14,837,308 
3 no data available 
Tooele 
1969 500 1.2 600 1,100/L 550,000 wet 
213 . 4 76 8,750/L 1,863,750 wet 
213 .4 76 1,550/L 330, 150 wet 
99 . 3 30 7,250/L 717,750 wet 
__ 3 
_____,_]. __ 1 5,500[L 16,500 wet 
5 1,028 . 8 783 4, 442/ A 3,478,150 
1970 57 • 3 15 3,750/L 498,750 wet 
71 .4 26 8,750/L 621,250 wet 
127 • 3 38 8,750/L 1, 111, 250 wet 
144 . 3 38 8,750/L 1,260,000 wet 
85 • 3 29 8,750/L 743,750 wet 
72 • 3 24 8,750/L 630,000 wet 
80 • 3 2(; 8 ,000/L 640,000 wet 
100 • 3 34 5,000/L 500,000 wet 
____M _____,_]. ___£Q ~ 464,000 wet 
9 794 .3 212 30,514/A 6,469,000 
no data available 
1972 23 1.9 43 3,400/L 78,200 wet 
__j!Ji.7_ _____,_]. ~ ~ 7,977,750 wet 
2 990 • 4 373 21, 598/A 8,055,950 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Tooele (Cont.) 
Average • 5 13,160/A 
Total 16 2,812 1,368 18,003,100 
no data available 
Utah 
1962 1,222 5.0 6,100 1, 100/A 6,710 ,000 dry 
1964 31 61. 5a 510a 2, 038/La 63, 178 wet 
1965 11a 3.6a 40 488/Aa 19,520 dry 
1966 535 • 6 331 1,800/L 963,000 wet 
2,909/A 
1970 86 .4 34 2,250/A 765,000 wet 
1972 61 20.2 1,231 380/A 467,780 dry 
60 20.0 1,200 1,000/A 1,200,000 wet 
74 3.7 272 8 ,050/L 595,700 wet 
72 20.4 1, 470 2, 500/A 3,675,000 dry 
_______ll _d __ 4 2, 500L1, 27 500 wet 
5 278 15.0 4,177 1, 428/ A 5,965,980 
-------------------------------
Average 5. 2 1, 294/ A 
Total 10 2,163 11,192 14,486,678 
Wasatch 
1,750/La 1963 64 5.0 320 ll2, 000 dry 
____ll 
---=.Ji ___±§_ 1,750LLa 159,250 dry 
2 155 2.4 366 741/A 271,250 
1 no data avail able 
1964 140 20.0 2,800 300/A 840,000 dry 
220 40.0 8,800 40/A 352,000 dry 
______;)_£ 30.0 
.....JJill 3,311LLa 105,952 dry 
3 392 30.0 ll, 870 110/A 1,297,952 
1965 63a 5. 7a 360 350/A 126,000 dry 
18 • 8a 64a 370/L 30,000 dry 
32 5. 0 160 3,000/L 64,000 dry 
______;)_£ _._7 _.11 1,995LL 63 840 dry 
4 208 2.9 605 469/A 2 8 3. 840 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Wasatch (Cont.) 
.3a 1966 646a 160 9,900/A 1,584,000 dry 
.21 _hll_ 150 2.451/L 125,000 wet 
2 697 .4 310 5,513/A 1,709,000 
1967 1 80 1.0 80 3,200/L 256,000 dry 
3, 200 / A 
1969 1 63 4.0 251 3, 500/L 220,500 wet 
879/A 
1970 37 1.4 50 2,500/L 92,500 wet 
1,200 5.0 6,000 1,050/L 1,260,000 wet 
73 1.1 83 6,250/L 456,250 wet 
~ __h:l ~ 10,000LL 1,020,000 wet 
4 1, 412 4.4 6,265 451/A 2,828,750 
1971 80 1.0 80 2, 750/L 220,000 dry 
25 3.6 90 2,500/L 62,500 dry 
80 1.0 80 2,750/L 220,00() dry 
__!il!. ___ld ~ 2, 495LL 361,775 dry 
4 330 1.4 454 1, 904/A 864,275 
1972 51 1.1 58 2, 100/ L 107,100 wet 
20 1.7 34 3,250/L 65,000 wet 
593 1.2 711 10,000/ L 5,930,000 wet 
~ ....1..:.1 _]JJQ lO,OOOLL 5,830 ,000 wet 
4 1, 247 1.2 1,503 7,939/ A 11' 932, 100 
--------------- ----------- ------
Average 4.7 911/A 
Total 25 4,584 21,594 19, 663,667 
1 no data available 
Washi!)gton 
1962 1 98 2.0 200 1,000/L 98,000 dry 
490/A 
1967 128 . 6 80 1,795/L 229,760 dry 
27 31.3 846 1,700/L 45,900 wet 
~ __:...1 ___;j.§Q 4, 700LL 4,361,600 wet 
3 1,083 1.2 1, 286 3,606/A 4,637,260 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and # # Av. size # Av. price Avail ability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Washing!on (Cont.) 
1968 58 1.2 70 3,000/L 174,000 wet 
154 1.1 165 4,200/L 646,890 wet 
94 . 2 23 6,700/L 629,800 wet 
26 • 7 19 8, 037 I A 152,694 wet 
130 
--=...Q ____QQ. 8 , 500iL 1,105,000 wet 
5 462 . 7 337 8,037/A 2,708,294 
1969 248 .2 43 2,500/L 620,000 wet 
93 . 3 24 6,500/L 604,500 wet 
99 . 2 24 1,300/L 1,287,000 wet 
213 2.5 533 2,500/L 532,500 wet 
25 .3a *8 2,000/L 50,000 wet 
86 . 5 43 8,000/L 688,000 wet 
87 1.3 110 2,500/L 217,500 wet 
25 .3 7 1,550/L 38,750 wet 
94 . 3 24 9,000/L 846,000 wet 
20a 1. oa 20 5,983/Aa 119, 660 wet 
_B. .J..:..Q _B. 5. 983iAa 191,456 wet 
11 1,022 . 8 868 5,985/A 5,195,366 
1970 88 . 5 44 6, 210/L a 546,480 wet 
81 1.5 120 2,000/L 162,000 dry 
30 . 7 20 3,750/L 112, 500 wet 
24 . 6 15 3,750/L 90,000 wet 
33 . 6 20 3,750/L 123,750 wet 
78 1.0 80 1, 500/ A 120,000 wet 
41 . 5 20 11, 250/L 461,250 wet 
59 . 5 28 10,000/L 590,000 wet 
90 .4 35 10,000/L 900,000 wet 
54 . 3 16 10,000/L 540,000 wet 
29 • 6 17 3,050/L 88,450 wet 
24 . 6 14 3,000/L 72,000 wet 
19 .4 7 6,500/L 123,500 wet 
49 .7 32 3,495/L 171,255 dry 
49 . 6 28 6, 210/L a 304,290 wet 
100 3.2 320 3,250/L 325,000 dry 
45 • 2 11 3,995/L 179,775 wet 
47 . 2 10 3,995/L 187,765 wet 
~ .........:.]_ ~ 10, 000{!, 1,950,000 wet 
19 1,135 . 8 899 7,840/A 7,048,015 
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Table 41. (Continued) 
County $ 
and II II Av. size II Av. price Availability 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres per acre $Value of water 
Washing:ton (Cont.) 
1971 28 0 4 10 3 ,150/L 88,200 wet 
25 0 2 5 4,995/L 124, 875 wet 
7 0 7 5 4,500/L 31,500 dry 
21 .3 7 3,500/L 73,500 wet 
37 1.3 47 3,000/L 111 , 000 dry 
____j1. 
---:..1 ___u 4,995LL 224 ,775 wet 
6 163 0 5 85 7,692/A 653,850 
1972 1,334 1.0 1,288 10,000/L 13,340,000 wet 
398 .4 140 10,000/L 3,980,000 wet 
127 0 3 43 2,500/L 317, 500 wet 
650 0 3 219 9,250/L 6,012 ,500 wet 
____11± _.....:.]_ ___ill_ 9,250LL 6,604,500 wet 
5 3,223 0 6 1,933 15, 652/ A 30,254,500 
---------------------------------
Average 0 8 9,022/A 
Total 50 7,186 5,608 50,595,285 
Wayne 
1969 22a 86 . oa 1,880 3,750/A 70,500 dry 
1970 19 14.7 280 250/A 70,000 
---------------------------------
Average 52.7 65/A 
Total 2 41 2,160 140,500 
Weber 
1963 1 700 3.8a 2,657a 1, 021/L a 714,700 dry 
1970 31 46.1 1, 429 300/A 428, 610 dry 
700 3. 5 2,450 5,050/La 2,828,000 dry 
___llQ _._9 __lQQ 300iA 30 000 wet 
3 841 4.8 4,042 813/A 3,286,610 
1971 40 10. 1 404 fi, 500/L 2fi0,000 dry 
644/A 
1972 140 5.7 800 7,000/L 98,000 dry 
1, 225/ A 
---------------------------------
Average 4.6 663/A 
Total 6 1, 721 7,903 5,241,310 
Table 41. (Continued) 
County 
and it it Av. size it 
year Sub. Lots in acres Acres 
STATE 
Average 3. 8 
Total 334 62,71G 238,004 
9 no data available 
$ 
Av . price 
per acre 
663/A 
$Value 
194,408,668 
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Availability 
of water 
aThese figures were not available from files, and weighted averaging was used . 
See Chapter IV, Methods and Procedure of Investigation, for an explanation of 
weighted averaging. 
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Table 42. Index of average value per acre of farm real estate in Utah, 1962-72 
Year 
Price indexa Price index Price inflator (indeX) 
1967 = 100 1972 = 100 
1962 83 70.339 
1963 86 72.881 
1964 88 74.576 
1965 92 78.966 
1966 97 82.203 
1967 100 84.746 
1968 102 86.441 
1969 104 88. 136 
1970 108 91. 525 
1971 112 94.915 
1972 188 100.000 
Sample calculation to change base year from 1967 to 1972: 
At year 1966, price index using 1967 = 100 is 97. 
At year 1972, price index using 1967 = 100 is 118. 
X = !971 !100) = 82 203 
118 . 
for 1972 dollars 
1. 422 
1. 372 
1. 341 
1. 283 
1. 217 
1. 180 
1. 157 
]. 135 
1. 093 
1. 054 
1.000 
Sample calculation to find price inflator using 1972 = 100 index: 
At year 1966, price index using 1972 = 100 is 82.203 . 
_n 
100 
____l.y_ 
82.203 
z ($. 822) = $1 
$y = 82.203 = $.822 
100 
Z = 
_n_ 
$. 822 = 1. 217 
aEconomic Research Service (1971, p. 17) 
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Table 43 . Average price per acre and total value in 1972 dollars of recreational 
s ubdivis ions in Utah counties by county and year, 1962-72 
County Dollar Dollar Number Average price 
and value Price value in 197 2 of per acre in 
year in year inflator a dollars acres 1972 dollars 
Beaver 
1966 243,376 1. 217 296,1 89 574 516 
19 67 215,364 1.180 254,130 153 1,661 
1970 852 ,000 1. 093 931,23 6 93 10,013 
1971 1,251 ,200 1. 054 1,318,765 129 10,223 
1972 113, 920 1. 000 113,920 _ill ~ 
Average 2 , 729 
Total 2,675,860 2,914, 240 1,068 
Box Elder 
1963 35, 828 1. 372 49,1 56 2 ,756 2,218 
1968 42,675 1. 157 49, 375 569 87 
1971 3,333 ,725 1. 054 3,512,746 33,809 104 
1972 1,043,900 1. 000 1,043 ,900 21, 108 _____ill_ 
Average 80 
Total 4,456,128 4,656,177 58 . 242 
Cache 
1967 535 ,000 1.180 631,300 5 ,100 _ill 
Average 124 
Total 535,000 631, 300 5,100 
Carbon 
1969 80 ,270 1.135 92 , 24 1 40 2, 306 
1972 1, 648 ,000 1. 000 1,648 ,000 4 ,1 20 _1QQ 
Average 418 
Total 1, 7 29, 270 1,740,241 4,160 
Daggett 
1962 844,974 1. 422 1,201, 553 800 1,502 
1964 347 ,768 1. 341 466, 357 1,237 377 
1972 146,700 1. 000 1G4,700 _.1§. ~ 
Average 887 
T otal 1,357,442 1, 832 ,610 2,065 
Davis 
1971 70,000 1. 054 73 780 __ 5 14,756 
Averag·e 14 ,7 56 
Total 70,000 73,780 5 
230 
Table 43. (Continued) 
County Dollar Dollar Number Average price 
and value Price value in 1972 of per acre in 
year in year inflatora dollars acres 1972 dollars 
Duchesne 
1962 1,310,000 1.422 1,862,820 328 5, 679 
1963 72,491 1. 372 D9,458 18 5,525 
1964 433,750 1. 341 581,659 1,735 335 
1965 nda 
1971 6,604,500 1. 054 6,961,143 23,020 302 
1972 2,088,000 1. 000 2,088,000 ....ll.....2.§Q ~ 
Average 337 
Total 10,508,741 11, 593,079 34,381 
Emery 
1970 151,500 1. 093 165,590 ~ ...1.....'1.§2. 
Average 1,762 
Total 151,500 165,590 94 
Garfield 
1963 181,738 1. 372 249,345 89 2, 802 
1965 101,460 l. 283 137,871 33 4,178 
1966 913,594 1. 217 1, 111,844 324 3,432 
1967 24,674 1.180 29, 115 26 1,120 
1968 638,000 1.157 738,166 182 4,056 
1969 133,250 1.135 151,239 102 1,483 
1970 557,535 1. 093 609,386 __ 8_1 ~ 
Average 3,616 
Total 2,556,251 3,026,965 837 
Iron 
1962 1,021,660 1.422 1,452,801 3,587 405 
1963 409,824 1. 372 562,279 184 3,056 
1964 908 ,948 1. 341 1,218,899 7,330 166 
1965 422,742 1. 283 542,378 315 1 '722 
1966 304, 236 1. 217 370,255 293 1,2fi4 
1967 1,422,300 1.180 1,678,314 830 2,022 
1968 538 ,069 1.157 622,546 994 626 
1969 640,865 1.135 727' 382 727 1,001 
1970 428,300 1. 093 468, 132 770 608 
1971 1,083,000 1. 054 1,141,482 2,030 562 
1972 6,585,790 1. 000 6,585,790 ~ ~ 
Average 793 
Total 13,765,734 15,370,257 19,389 
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Table 43. (Continued) 
County Dollar Dollar Number Average price 
and value Price value in 1972 of per acre in 
in year inflator a dollars 1972 dollars year acres 
Juab 
1972 2,776,480 1. 000 2,776,480 ~ 2,479 
Average 2,479 
Total 2,776,480 2,776,480 1.120 
Kane 
1962 585,206 1. 422 832,163 150 5,548 
1963 248,103 1. 372 340,397 80 4,255 
1964 130,432 1. 341 174,909 1,052 166 
1965 1,475,325 1. 283 1,892,842 1. 015 1,865 
1966 1,035,120 1. 217 1, 259,719 511 2,465 
1967 172,500 1.180 203,550 40 5,089 
1968 505 , 800 1.157 508,211 188 3,113 
1969 1,747,985 1.135 1,983,963 627 3,164 
1970 3,439,350 1. 093 3,759,210 2, 856 1,316 
1971 723,000 1. 054 762,042 425 1,793 
1972 3, 589,850 1. 000 3 ,589, 850 1. 076 ~ 
Average 1,9l8 
Total 13,652,671 15,383,856 8,020 
Millard 
1964 234,630 1. 341 341,639 1,892 166 
1969 91,263 1.135 103,584 37 2,800 
1971 936,000 1. 054 986,544 4,680 211 
1972 160,750 1. 000 160,750 __]1Q ~ 
Average 224 
Total 1,422,643 1,565,516 6, 974 
Morgan 
1966 243,000 1. 217 295, 731 110 2,688 
1971 1,562,000 1. 054 1, (j46, 348 2,840 ~ 
Average 658 
Total 1,805,000 1,942,079 2,950 
Rich 
1970 302,500 1. 093 330,633 90 3,674 
1971 896,500 1. 054 944,911 320 2,953 
1972 1,337,220 1. 000 1,337,220 ~ 2....§1.1 
Average 4,032 
Total 2, 536,220 2,612,764 648 
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Table 43. (Continued) 
County Dollar Dollar Number Average price 
and value Price value in 1972 of per acre in 
in year inflator a dollars 1972 dollars year acres 
Salt Lake 
1966 23,250 1. 217 28, 295 12 2,358 
1967 382,500 1. 180 451,350 100 4,514 
1969 199,500 1.135 226,43 3 114 1,986 
1970 287 , 500 1. 093 314,238 
...L.1QQ ~ 
Average 716 
Total 892,750 1,020, 315 1,426 
Sanpete 
1964 672,540 1. 341 901,876 3,300 273 
1965 172,360 1. 283 221,138 1,240 178 
1968 131,600 1.157 152,261 940 162 
1969 108 ,295 1.135 122,915 70 1, 756 
1970 4,450,750 1. 093 4,864,670 5,490 886 
1971 448,405 1. 054 472,619 740 639 
1972 4,198 , 220 1. 000 4,198,220 ...b..Q.§Q 2,032 
Average 790 
Total 10,182,170 10,933,6!!9 13,84C 
~ 
1964 366 , 960 1.135 416 ,500 ___1§_ 5, 480 
Average 5,480 
Total 366,960 416,500 75 
Summit 
1962 329,000 1.422 467' 838 962 486 
1963 409, 690 1. 372 562, 095 879 639 
1964 642,564 1. 341 861, 678 5,498 157 
1965 429,600 1. 283 551,177 2,363 233 
1966 302,449 1. 217 368' 080 11,079 33 
1967 675,075 1. 180 796,589 1,150 G93 
1968 437,800 1. 157 506,535 440 1, 151 
1969 1, 171,500 1.135 1,329,653 2,194 GOG 
1970 2,191,250 1. 093 2,395,036 1,558 1,537 
1971 1, 449,050 1. 054 1, 527' 299 616 2,479 
1972 6,799 , 330 1. 000 6,799,330 __!,_QM 6,576 
Average 582 
Total 14,837,308 16,165,309 27,773 
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Table 43. (Continued) 
County Dollar Dollar Number Average price 
and value Price value in 1972 of per acre in 
year in year inflatoil dollars acres 1972 dollars 
Tooele 
1969 3,478,150 1.135 3,947,700 783 5,042 
1970 6,469,000 1. 093 7,070,617 212 33,352 
1972 8,055,950 1. 000 8,055,950 ____1ll 21, 598 
Average 13,943 
Total 18,003,100 19,074,267 1, 368 
Utah 
1962 6, 710,000 1.422 9,541,620 6,100 1,564 
1964 63,178 1. 341 84,722 510 166 
1965 19,520 1. 283 25,044 40 626 
1966 963,000 1. 217 1,171,971 331 3, 541 
1970 765,000 1. 093 836,145 34 24,593 
1972 5,965,980 1. 000 5,965,980 
...±..111 ~ 
Average 1,575 
Total 14,486,6'18 17,625,482 11, 192 
Wasatch 
1963 271,250 1. 372 372,155 366 1,017 
1964 1,297,952 1. 341 1,740,554 11,760 148 
1965 283,840 1. 283 364,167 605 602 
1966 1,709,000 1. 217 2,079,853 310 6,709 
1967 256,000 1.180 302,080 80 3,776 
1969 220 , 500 1.135 250,268 251 997 
1970 2,828,750 1. 093 3,091,824 6,265 494 
1971 864,275 1,054 910,946 454 2,006 
1972 11,932, 100 1.000 11,932,100 -.L..§.Q;l_ ~ 
Average 975 
Total 19,663,667 21,043,945 21,594 
Washington 
1962 98,000 1.422 139,356 200 G97 
191;7 4,637,260 1.180 5,471,967 1,28G 4,255 
19fi8 2, 708,294 1. 157 3,133,491i 337 9, 298 
1969 5,195,366 1. 135 5,896,740 868 6,793 
1970 7,048,015 1. 093 7,703,480 899 8,569 
1971 653,850 1. 054 689,158 85 8,108 
1972 30,254,500 1. 000 30,254,500 
...L...l!.ll 15,652 
Average 9, 502 
Total 50,595,285 53,288,698 5,608 
Table 43. 
County 
and 
year 
Wayne 
1969 
1970 
Average 
Total 
Weber 
1963 
1970 
1971 
1972 
Average 
Total 
STATE 
Average 
(Continued) 
Dollar 
value 
in year 
70,500 
70 , 000 
140,500 
714,700 
3,286,610 
260,000 
980 , 000 
5,241,310 
Total 194,406,668 
Dollar 
Price value in 1972 
inflatora dollars 
1.135 80,018 
1. 093 76,510 
156,528 
1. 372 980,568 
1. 093 3,592,265 
1. 054 274,040 
1. 000 980,000 
5,826,873 
211,8~6,550 
a Price i nflators figured in Table 42 of Appendix B. 
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Number Average price 
of per acre in 
acres 1972 dollars 
1,880 43 
____g§.Q ___m_ 
72 
2,160 
2,657 369 
4,042 889 
404 678 
___§.QQ ....!...E.Q 
737 
7,903 
916 
238,004 
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Appendix C 
Political, Economic, and Environmental Impacts 
of Recreational Subdivisions 
Briefly, it is often argued that planning gets government involved too 
much and with a heavy hand in the private economy, with damaging effects on 
entrepreneurship and a pluralistic political system. This selection makes a 
different though complementary argument. First, in many respects govern-
ment plans too little, with attention to the wrong factors and the wrong groups; 
and this, too, has a damaging effect on entrepreneurship and pluralism. This 
is particularly apparent if we look at rural areas and small cities. Second, 
the traditional rural and small city social system is being transformed by the 
penetration of bureaucratic, nationally linked production organizations 
paralleled by federal and state agencies, resulting in increased heterogeneity 
of rural populations. Third, it seems that, as a result of these links and the 
resulting cleavages in social structure, serious obstacles to pluralist bar-
gaining or other forms of competition exist, and consequently public and private 
entrepreneurship deteriorates. Fourth, from a review of activities of a number 
of planning agencies in rural areas of the United States, I argue that there are 
tendencies in these activities that may reinforce the cleavages and block the 
development of pluralisms. 
Figure 38 . Problem of politics of planning in non- metropolitan regions 
(Clave!, 1970, p. 1). 
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The courts will decide the legal issues, but the case points to one of 
the problems created by this swamping of local government. Such projects 
create another problem in small counties. They create jobs and they require 
services that l ocal businessmen would like to supply. So a painting contractor, 
who is also a planning commissioner, bids and gets a job on the big project in 
his own county; a county counsel, on his own time, handles legal matters for 
a major developer. In a third county, a real estate man--planning commis -
sioner, halfway through a discussion of a major project, announces he is 
licensed to sell land for that particular developer and will therefore abstain 
from voting. All three individuals were open about their relationships, and 
they saw no conflict. 
The legislature's committee on open space commented: "It is remarkable 
that in this area where virtual fortunes can ride on a single decision, that there 
is no counterpart to the regulations that control the securities transactions on 
the Security Exchange Commission • .. " 
Not long after the committee's report was issued, the Riverside county 
grand jury indicted a county supervisor, a planning commissioner, and three 
developer representatives on charges of perjury, bribery and conspiracy. It 
is alleged that developer of a proposed recreation subdivision influenced the 
county officials through a $3, 500 campaign contribution. The suprviso!" switched 
his vote to "yes," making the project vote 3-to-2 in favor of development, ac-
cording to the allegations. 
Figure 39. Political impact problems of recreational subdivisions in California 
(Taylor, 1971, p. 3). 
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COLOR COUNTRY CHAPTER INVESTIGATES STATE LAND LEASE AND 
REPORTS FINDINGS TO GOVERNOR: 
Honorable Calvin L. Rampton 
Governor of Utah 
Salt Lake City , Utah 84114 
Dear Governor Rampton: 
November 9, 1971 
The Color Country Chapter of the Society of American Foresters recently 
visited the Beaver Mountain area in southern Utah . Our organization is made 
up of professional foresters located in this area and is a part of the 17, 000 
member National Organization. 
During part of a day-l ong trip, we visited and investigated the Mt. Holly Recre-
ational Community proposal currently being developed on State of Utah land. 
Members of this Chapter are seriously concerned about the practicality of this 
development and the seeming lack of environmental concern being demonstrated 
on the site. Many questions have been raised concerning the area . 
We have carefully reviewed the development proposal, including the proposed 
winter sports developments. This review indicates that planning to date has 
been only superficial, and has not completely evaluated the effects of such a 
large development on the Beaver Mountain or the Beaver River drainage. 
The adve r se ettviranm>Jntal effects of the 1\it. Holly development tc the scenic 
Beaver Mountain area appears to be irreversible. Present construction at the 
site seems to have disregarded the esthetics of the landscape. 
We see no evidence that the promoter is developing water and sanitation facili-
ties in accordance with State s tandards for subdivisions. A lack of such standards 
seems particularly undesirable in development of State land. 
The principle of long-te rm l osses of this type also seems questionable to us. As 
t axpayers of the State of Utah, we will be denied access to lands of the State of 
Utah under this leas ing system. In addition, it appears that the land developer 
will obtain cons iderable profit at the eventual expense of the taxpayer of Utah. 
We wonder what type of land-use planning procedures were used to determine that 
high-density development was the high est and best use of this parcel of land. How 
was Leisure Sports, Inc. , c hosen to be the promoter? Was the corporation the 
high bidder in an advertised prospectus with competitive bidding? What alterna-
tives were investigated for this land prior to the lease by the present developers? 
Figure 40. Letter from Color Country Chapter, Society of American Foresters , 
to Utah Governor concerning the lease of state land to Leisure Sports 
Inc. (Mt. Holly). (Crozer, 1971, p. 1). 
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What will happen at the end of the 49 year lease period when substantial invest-
ments are located on this State Land? At that time, will it be politically 
expedient to deed these parcels of State Land to the many l essees in fee simple 
title? If this is the case, is not the effect that of giving or selling the State land 
to the homeowner? 
There are several excellent land planners working in the Utah area, at least 
two of which we are well acquainted: Mr. John Wilie of St. George and Mr. 
George Smeath of Salt Lake City. We strongly suggest that planner of this 
caliber be retained along with other resource oriented professionals, to evalu-
ate the Mt. Holly plan and the long-term effects of the s ubdivision on the 
ecology of the Beaver Mountain. 
The winter sports portion of the Mt. Holly proposal was evidently not prepared 
by a professional winter sports planner. Winter sports specialists in our group 
have reviewed the "Winter Sports Feasibility Report for the Tusher and Circle-
ville Mountains." This report was prepared in 1970 by Mr . Jerry Herton and 
Robert Entwhistle and others of the United States Forest Service. This report 
clearly expresses the impracticality of a ski area in the Tusher Mmmtai.ns, and 
suggests that further analysis be directed toward the nearby Circleville 
Mountains. The Color Country Chapter feeis that this report gives an ac-
curate presentation of the winter sports potential in the Beaver Mountain area. 
Because of the controversial nature of the project and the obvious impacts that 
will result on adjacent and downstream Federal lands, we feel an environmental 
statement should be prepared and submitted to the President 's Council on 
Environmental Quality. Such a statement should consider the questions raised 
in this letter. 
The members of the Color Country Chapter of the Society of American Foresters 
offer their assistance as land management professionals to aid citizens in 
understanding and eva! uating complex problems that might affect their local 
environments. In keeping with this tradition, we extend our services to a 
c itizens' committee to evaluate the Mt. Holly development on Beaver Mountain. 
Sincerely, 
E. Allen Crozer, President 
Color Country Chapter 
Society of American Foresters 
Figure 40. (Continued). 
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REPORT OF VISIT TO SITE OF MT. HOLLY DEVELOPMENT 
IN TUSCHER (sic) MOUNTAINS EAST OF BEAVER 
June 11, 1971 
241 
Lynn Thatcher, Ellis Shields and Wenda!! Stewart met Mr. Conrad Koning, Area 
Developer, at his office about 11 A.M. on June 11, 1971. The office is located 
on Lot 6 of the proposed housing development located in Section 2, T29S, R5W. 
The development was discussed in some detail, with the aid of maps and related 
documents, after which a tour of the Section 2 area was made in a four-wheel 
drive vehicle furnished by Mr. Koning. Despite the handicaps of rain, snow and 
mud, it was possible to obtain a reasonably good picture of the terrain and to 
visualize the development and some of the problems which might arise. 
Mr. Koning explained that the original master plan presented to the State and 
County for approval had been radically changed due to pressures from various 
State interests to curtail the scope of development. At the present time the total 
development is envisioned as about 1/10 the size originally proposed. 
Plans for which approval is desired in the immediate future cover what is known 
as West Village and related housing developments, all located in Section 2. This 
envisions an ultimate development of 586 lots with single family dwellings and a 
number of hotel and condominium units. As soon as approval is received, con-
struction will begin on the water supply to serve the first phase of development 
and on some other structures in the area. Mr. Koning thought that his engineer 
had already submitted plans for the water system, but this point was not settled. 
(See report of meeting in Bureau of Environmental Health offices on June 14, 
1971.) 
At some future time , possibly in about 5 years, another development will be 
undertaken in Section 36, T28S, R5W. This will be known as East Village and 
related developments. 
The modification of the master plan to reflect the reduced scope will be docu-
mented in a letter to be submitted by Mr. Koning. (See letter from Mr. Koning 
dated June 12, 1971.) 
The field trip over the area disclosed surprisingly good soil cover throughout, 
including the ridges, with no evidence of bedrock outcropping. Trees and under-
growth are typical of many high mountain areas in the State, creating a setting 
of unusual attractiveness. 
Figure 43. Report of visit to site of Mt. Holly Development in Tuscher (sic) 
Mountains east of Beaver (Utah Bureau of Environmental Health, 
1971) . 
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Although Mr. Koning hopes ultimately, in the development of Section 36, to 
develop a suitable tertiary treatment facility for handling wastes in this section, 
he feels that the Section 2 development does not lend itself to any type of central 
system, and proposes individual soil waste disposal facilities for all properties. 
The unusual circumstance of soil cover already mentioned lends itself to this 
plan, as long as difficulties outlined below are recognized and plans are made 
to overcome them. 
There is considerable doubt as to whether present tertiary treatment systems 
would suffice for the future development of Section 36. However, this question 
can be settled at a later date. 
The following problems must be kept in mind in the development of ground waste 
disposal systems in the Section 2 area. 
1. Many of the slopes are quite steep, sometimes as great as 50o/o. 
Installation of seepage trenches in this terrain requires extra 
deep excavation and careful advance planning. 
2. High peak loads are characteristic of this type of development. 
In addition, it must be acknowledged that there will be no 
evaporation during most of the year and that all liquid must 
percolate downward through the soil. Becaus~; of this, the 
seepage devices must be liberally designed, with full considera-
tion of storage capacity below the distribution pipe. In 
addition, some consideration should be given to the possi-
bility of installing water flow restriction devices in plumbing 
throughout the area. 
3 . Soil uniformity has not been established by the relatively small 
number of seepage tests and soil explorations provided by the 
engineer. Because of this, each individual seepage device and 
septic tank must be planned in advance and must be based on 
individual tests made on each lot. 
4. Some lots are located astride one existing stream and there may 
be a number located astride other natural drainage channels. 
This may pose some design difficulties in view of the requirement 
for a 100 ft. lateral separation between seepage devices and 
such channels . This adds to the importance of providing careful 
design of seepage facilities in advance. 
Figure 43. (Continued) . 
5 . Large boulders were noted in some of the areas being bulldozed 
for road preparation. Such boulders can complicate the task of 
placing septic tanks and seepage fields. 
6. Some clay was noted mixed throughout the soil in all areas of the 
subdivision examined. This reinforces the need for individual 
tests on each lot and careful design of seepage facilities. 
7. In the areas of proposed concentrated development in the Village, 
care must be exercised to make certain that suitable area is 
available for individual seepage fields to serve such units as 
condominiums and the commercial complexes. As required 
by Part V of the Code of Waste Dh;l'osal Regulations, each unit 
must be provided with its own individual waste disposal facility . 
While the total area is ample to handle this type of design, a 
little advance thought t o the layout will be necessary. 
8. Lots must be excluded from development if the difficulties 
enumerated above prevent compliance with the code in any case. 
9. Although it is assumed that scavenger service is available at 
Beaver, this point must be checked because of the need for 
future servicing of septic tanks. 
10. One problem to be kept in mind is that Beaver County does not 
presently have any trained per~onnel to s upervise installation of 
waste disposal facilities. A multi - county health unit is under 
discussion at the present time, but it is obvious that some 
inspection service will be needed before this unit materializes. 
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11. Seasonal monitoring of the stream will be essential to detect any 
change in water quality as the development moves forward. Some 
Forest Service personnel have indicated a willingness to cooperate 
with the Division of Health by collecting samples. A plan needs to 
be set up to accomplish thi s without delay. Both biological and 
chemical analyses s hould be anticipated . 
Figure 43. (Continued). 
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February 19, 1970 
COPIES: Governor Rampton, Senator Frank E. Moss, Congressman, Burton 
and Lloyd and M. v. (Skip) Anderson of Department of Highways 
On behalf of the residents of Beaver City and Beaver County, and the people of 
Piute County, I would take the opportunity of soliciting your cooperation in 
working with, and on behalf of Leisure Sports Incorporated to secure the neces-
sary lands and highways to develop the proposed Mt. Holly recreational develop-
ment planned by Leisure Sports. 
This ski resort, with its related activities on the Fishlake National Forest east 
of Beaver would result in a very prominent boost to the economy of this area. 
It would result in new retail outlets, new employment, and increased property 
tax base and increased sales tax revenue. Such a development would certainly 
reflect favorably on the tourist industry, upon which we depend so greatly. 
We are constantly searching for ways and means to relieve the low economy of 
this area. It is our opinion that such a development as proposed by Leisure 
Sports could certainly be of considerable aid to our community and to our 
neighbors. 
Your cooperation and assistance would be appreciated. 
Yours very truly, 
G. Elmer Paice, Mayor 
Resolution passed by Beaver City on February 19 , 1970 
Author's note: Similar letters were sent by Beaver County Board of Commis -
sioners, Beaver Lions Club, Beaver Junior Chamber of Commerce, and Five 
County Organization, consisting of Chairman, Beaver County Board of Com-
missioners, Chairman, Kane County Board of Commissioners, Chairman, Iron 
County Board of Commissioners, Chairman, Washington County Board of Com-
missioners, and Chairman, Garfield County Board of Commissioners. Beaver 
County Commissioners' l etter was sent to u.s. Forest Service and Utah Power 
and Light Company which owns land vicinity of Mt. Holly . 
Figure 44. Political letters of support for Mt. Holly (Paice, 1970). 
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Graduate School of Business, 1155 Observatory Drive, The University of Wis-
consin 
February 17, 1973 
Dear Mr. Mac Pherson: 
Our bureau of business research has forwarded to me your inquiry about com-
puters in appraisal and the tax asse ssment model for the Village of Bayside. 
Several years ago we experimented extensively with regression analysis as an 
assessment tool in the Village of Bayside. We found it was very useful in 
determining aggregate equali7.ecl value for the village, for identifying properties 
which were in definite need of reappraisal, and for editing comparable sales to 
discover which ones were most likely not arms length transactions. Our re-
gression runs were very satisfactory for regression analysis but tax-payers 
a ren't necessarily happy with the knowledge that the predicted market value is 
plus or minus $2000. All of this work fill s 2 or 3 MS dissertations and if you 
would like us to copy these papers and reimburse us for copy costs we would 
be happy to do so. 
Currently, we are testing a new market comparison computer model on the 
Bayside data and the documentation OOMKT COMP is enc losed along with a 
brochure on a seminar in the use of computer materials 
Sincerely, 
James A. Graaskamp 
Associate Professor of Real Estate 
Figure 45. Use of computers in real estate appraisal and tax assessment 
(Graaskamp, 1973). 
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Table 44. General outline of economic and social benefit and cost categories for 
Mt. Holly recreational community, Beaver County, Utah 
Benefits Costs 
Employment 
resort staff 
construction 
local services 
land sales 
land development 
Retail sales generated 
Tax base generated 
retail sale tax 
property taxes 
income tax 
franchise and reality taxes 
tax levies 
Increased population 
Community pride 
Value of new recreational 
opportunities (skiing) 
Increased public services 
Increased value of private land 
Licenses and permits 
building permits 
water payments 
water and sewer tap fees 
engineering inspection · 
auto ownership and plates 
court fines and costs 
hunting, fishing, dog licenses 
Private and commercial 
construction 
Ecological improvements 
re-seeding of burned areas 
Increase in transportation 
roads 
airport 
buses 
General threats to the environment 
speculative land s ubdivision and sales 
influx of "resort types," crowded living, 
and vehicles 
increased demand on public services 
decrease in public services, especially 
health 
crowding of existing public recreation 
areas 
ecological impact 
grazing loss to livestock and wildlife 
water loss in quantity and/or quality 
fir e hazards 
Public costs 
road construction and maintenance 
sewage disposal 
wate r purification 
fire and police protection 
schools and libraries 
airport 
government employees 
preemption of public land 
severed access to public lands, streams, 
and lakes 
Specific ecological costs 
wildlife 
water 
soil 
timber 
air 
visual 
vegetati on 
Private costs 
increased property tax 
tax levies 
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Table 45. Federal, state, and private ownership of Utah land within counties 
having recreational subdivisions, 1962-72 
Federal Federal Total 
Federal State and and Private Total county 
County a acres a State State acres a county %of acres % of 
acres total acresab total 
county state 
Beaver 1,289,229 145,888 1,435,117 87 207' 689 1,643, 006 3.04 
Box Elder 1,401,135 172,394 1,573,529 44 1,967,539 3,541,068 6.55 
Cache 246,953 32,839 279,79 2 37 470 , 592 750,384 1. 38 
Carbon 382,773 125,023 507' 796 50 494,676 1,002,472 1. 85 
Daggett 391,892 27,667 419,559 88 59,762 179,321 0.88 
Davis 34,534 317 34,851 21 129,087 163,938 0. 30 
Duchesne 1, 124,919 86,773 1,211,692 43 1,628,951 2,842,245 5.26 
Emery 2, 288,276 303,212 2,591,488 92 239,689 2,831,177 5.24 
Garfield 2,925,620 235,834 3,161,454 95 167' 200 3, 328,654 6. 16 
Iron 1,222,426 128,239 1,350,665 65 733,971 2,084,636 3.85 
Juab 1,599,972 163,229 1, 763,201 80 439,011 2,202,212 4. 07 
Kane 2, 178,460 198,576 2,377,036 90 257 ' 669 2,634,7 05 4.87 
Millard 3 , 367,160 379,597 3,746,757 86 618,409 4,365,166 8. 08 
Morgan 18,195 5,352 23,547 6 369,517 393,064 0. 72 
Rich 218,722 49,790 268,512 42 378,054 646,566 1.19 
Salt Lake 100,849 2,177 103,026 21 385,455 488,480 0.90 
Sanpete 467' 445 51,136 518,581 42 727,057 1,245,638 2.30 
Sevier 915,853 65,602 981,455 77 294,902 1,276,367 2. 36 
Summit 517,133 10,408 527,541 44 669,957 1,197,498 2. 21 
Tooele 3, 609,567 242,482 3,852,049 87 552,078 4,404,127 8.15 
Utah 581,827 65,582 647,409 48 713,374 1,361,484 2.52 
Wasatch 421,654 23,187 444,841 47 503,240 948,081 1. 73 
Washington 1, 157, 07 4 91,517 1,248,591 81 295,387 1,544,343 2.85 
Wayne 1,365,516 140,942 1,50G,458 96 65,051 1,571,509 2.90 
Weber 37 831 ~ 40 728 ll 319 , 896 360,624 o. (jf; 
Average 71 
Total 27,865,015 2,750,660 30,615,675 12,688,212 43,306,766 
Percent 
of State 78% 69% 77% 89% 80% 80.04% 
aBEBR (1970, p. VI-12). 
bDoes not include 42, 000 acres of water area which is undetermined as to owner-
ship. Also, in a few cases, total county acres is not the precise sum of federal, 
s tate, and private acres. Figures are dated July, 1969. 
248 
Appendix D 
Ne wspaper Accounts of 1973 Utah Land Use Legislation 
SALT LAKE CITY (UPI)--
... The Senate, after examining about seven drafts of a proposed Utah 
Land Use Act, finally passed the measure in a much weaker form than originally 
submitted . The bill lacks the enforcement power asked for by Governor Calvin 
L. Rampton, but puts a foot in the door for s tronger legislation in two years . 
. . . Sen. Miles "Cap" Ferry , R-Corinne , offered ThirdSubstitute 
Senate Bill 130 for Senate approval. The bill, he said, represented a compro-
mise between developers and a strong state interest in getting into land use 
control. 
"We can't ram a land use policy down anyone's throat," Ferry said in 
defense of the compromise. "Developers had no input on thi s idea and if we 
passed the original bill they'd take us to court over it." 
"Property right is a very serious matter. We shouldn 't just try to bull-
doze it out of the way . " 
The substitute bill sets up a s tudy commission which will include de-
velopers, state officials, environmentalists , and othe r interes ted parties. The 
body will try to come up with some proposals for a strong law for possible pas-
sage at the 1975 session . 
But not everyone was happy. 
Sen. Ernest F. Dean, D-American Fork, wanted assurance that the 
watered down bill wasn't just a delaying tactic put across by a stiff lobbying 
effort from deve lopers. 
"I don't like the fact that the lobbying efforts of the developers were so 
effective," srud Sen. Karl Swan, D-Tooele. "They killed three good bills this 
session. But they don't represent the majority on this issue a nd I resent their 
influence., 
Development protest was responsible for the death of two measures re-
lated to land usc, that would have given counties strong zoning a nd planning 
fXJWers and would have required detailed plans from develope r s . 
The measure still needs final approval from the Senate be fore goin!( to the 
House for its action. 
F igure 46. Newspaper accounts of 1973 (first session} Utah L egi slature land use 
bills (The Herald Journal , 1973, pp. 1-3) . 
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UTAH LAND SALES ACT APPROVED 
SALT LAKE CITY (UPI)--A consumer bill aimed at protecting the public from 
shady land sales schemes has passed both houses of the Utah Legislature and now 
awaits the governor's signature. 
The House of Representatives approved the Uniform Land Sales Practices Act 
Tuesday by a 4;8-21 vote. Similar laws have also been adopted in seven other 
states. 
The state Attorney General's Office prepared the bill, which requires large scale 
land promoters to fully disclose the type of land being sold to prospective buyers. 
It also requires a land developer to give the buyer clear title to the property and 
to complete promised improvements to the real estate, such as the installation 
of sewers and water lines. 
"The bill is aimed at preventing abuses in land sales, promotions," said 
Assistant Attorney General David L. Wilkinson, who is assigned to the state 
Real Estate Division. 
"It is designed to pl ace individual purchasers of large scale promotional land 
offerings on an equal bargaining basis with the promoter-seller," he said. 
Currently the only state law protecting the public from unscrupulous land pro-
moters is the so-called "Colonization Statute," which Wilkinson described as 
"a very old law that is poorly drafted." 
The statute requires the owner of "agricultural lands" to obtain the approval of 
the Real Estate Division before selling .the property for "colonization . " 
Wilkinson said the law gives the state little control over the sale of land not 
used for agriculture, particularly property in remote areas. He also said the 
term "colonization" is unclear. 
The attorney told of a phony land sales scheme west of Cedar City which the dis-
cl osure provisions of the new law would prevent. 
Figure 47. Newspaper accounts of 1973 (first session) Utah Legislature land 
sales act (The Herald Journal, 1973, p. 1). 
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"This company (which he did not name) was sending letters- -mostly to Cali-
fornia," be said. "The letters said 'Congratulations, you have just won a 1, 200 
square foot lot of beautiful l and in Utah. Just send us $12 and we will record the 
land in your name.' " 
"The property was actually desert land worth about $3 per acre," Wilkinson 
said. "And they didn't sell lots. They sold shares to a 40 acre section to well 
over 1, 000 people ." 
" What the buyers ended up with was the right to pitch a tent on land good only for 
jackrabbits," he said. 
The land sales act is one of two consumer bills drafted by the Attorney General's 
Office. The other is a Uniform Consumer Sales Practices Act, which is aimed 
at curbing deceptive retail selling practices. 
That bill passed the House last week and is now before the Senate. 
Figure 47. (Continued). 
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Appendix E 
Composite Computer Mapping 
Map !--Locations of townships with r ecreation development 
Location of 1962-72 Utah recreational subdivis ions, by township, range, 
and section, were taken from URED files. Using a United States Department of 
the Interior Geological Survey map of Utah, 1958, with a scale of l :500,000, or 
one inch equals approximately 8 miles, locations were plotted and transl ated to 
degrees of latitude and longitude, to the nearest hund redth of a deg-ree , Table 46. 
The section was selected as the smallest geographic unit feasible fo.r scope of 
the e ntire state . Because the township is the smallest geographic unit easily 
read on a state composite computer map which is printed on 8. 5" by 11" paper, 
the number of sections having development within each township was used to 
measure and illustrate how much deve lopment has occurred. Categories and 
symbols were used as shown in Table 46 and Figure 45. Data for 157 different 
townships were taken. County boundaries, which were already stored in the 
computer, are shown on the computer printout. 
Map 2--Locations of townships with recreational developm e nt 
with non-federal lands s hown with 
Data from Map 1 were composited with data on federal and non-federal 
land s, which were already stored in the computer, Figure 4fi. 
Map 3--Composite of transportation , water supply, 
agriculture. and public lands--with weighting of maps 
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Seven factor maps , resulting in 33 different categories and their respec-
tive rankings, on file with BEER, were arbitrarily weighted by the author for 
purpose of demonstrating a composite which produces a "fit" between human 
settlements and the environment, Figure 47. Map development details are given 
in Chapter VII. 
Tabl e 46. Location of recreational s ubdivi sions by township and range, latitude 
and longitude, with number of sections having developmenta 
Entry Latitude Longitude Number of Symbol b 
Number Township Range (degrees) (degt·eesj Sections Number 
1 1 N 2E 40.82 111.73 1 
2 lN 4E 40.82 111. 50 4 5 
3 lN 5E 40.82 111.41 1 2 
4 1N 7E 40.82 111. 18 3 4 
5 2N 10 E 40.90 110 . 80 3 4 
6 2N 22 E 40.90 109.44 1 2 
7 2 N 24 E 40.90 109 . 21 3 4 
8 3 N 20 E 40.98 109. 68 2 ., 
9 3N 19 E 40 .98 109.7 6 2 
10 4N 1W 41.08 111.96 2 
11 4N 5 E 42.08 111. 41 2 3 
1 2 5N 18 w 41.14 113.90 4 5 
13 5N 1 E 41. 14 111.84 4 5 
14 GN 18 w 41. 23 113 .90 3 4 
15 7 N 18 w 41.31 113 . 90 3 
16 7 N 19 w 41.31 114.00 5 fi 
17 7 N 1 E 41.3 1 111. 84 2 3 
18 7 N 2E 41. 31 111. 73 2 ., ., 
19 7 N 3 E 41.3 1 111. 63 1G 
20 8 N 14 w 41.41 11~. 45 J 2 
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Table 46. (Continued) 
Entry Latitude Longitude Number of ~~:~~~b Number Township Range (degrees) (degrees) Sections 
21 8 N 19 w 41.41 114. 00 3 4 
22 9N 14 w 41.48 113.45 3 4 
23 9N 2E 41.48 111.73 12 7 
24 9N 3E 41.48 111. 63 10 6 
25 9N 4E 41.48 111. 50 4 5 
26 10 N 5W 41.58 112.44 6 6 
27 10 N 14 w 41.58 113 .45 8 6 
28 11 N 14 w 41.67 113.45 8 6 
29 12 N 13 w 41.75 11 3.32 17 8 
30 12 N 14W 41.75 113.45 4 5 
31 13 N 13 w 41.84 113.32 2 3 
32 13 N 14 w 41.84 113.45 2 
33 13 N 5E 41.84 111.41 2 3 
34 14 N 10 w 41.93 112.99 1 2 
35 14 N 5E 41.93 111.41 3 4 
36 1 s 8W 40.73 112.76 1 2 
37 1 s 3E 40.73 lll . 63 8 6 
38 1 s 4E 40.73 111. 50 15 7 
39 1 s 5E 40.73 111. 41 2 3 
40 2 s 1W 40.65 111. 96 2 
41 2 s 4W 40.65 112 . 35 11 7 
42 2 s 6W 40.65 112. 55 6 6 
43 2 s 3E 40.65 111. 63 1 2 
44 2S 4E 40.65 111. 50 6 6 
45 2 s 6E 40.65 111. 28 4 5 
46 3 s 2W 40. 54 112 . 10 1 2 
47 3 sc 7W 40.21 110. 68 4 5 
48 3 sc 8W 40.21 110 . 78 10 6 
49 3 sc 10 w 40.21 111.01 2 
50 3 s 3E 40 . 54 111. 63 2 
51 3S 4E 40.54 111. 50 8 6 
52 3 s 5E 40.54 111.41 2 3 
53 3 s 6E 40.54 111. 28 8 6 
54 4 s 2W 40.47 112. 10 3 4 
55 4 sc 7W 40 . 12 110.68 17 8 
56 4 sc 8W 40.12 110.78 32 8 
57 4 sc 10 w 40.12 111. 01 2 3 
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Table 46. (Continued) 
Entry Latitude Longitude Number of Symbol 
Number Township Range (degrees) (degrees) Sections Numberb 
58 4 sc 11W 40.12 111. 14 1 2 
59 4S 1E 40.47 111. 84 9 6 
60 5 s 5W 40.38 112.44 2 
61 5S 3E 40.38 111. 63 5 6 
62 5 s 4E 40.38 111. 50 9 6 
63 5S 5E 40.38 111. 41 9 6 
64 6 s 6 E 40.29 111.. 28 7 G 
65 9 s 2E 40.03 111.73 1 2 
66 9S 3E 40.03 111. 63 5 r; 
67 9 s 4E 40.03 111. 50 1 2 
68 11S 10 E 39.86 110.79 36 9 
69 11S 11E 39.86 110.70 36 9 
70 12 s 1W 39.77 111. 96 4 5 
71 12 s 4E 39.77 111. 50 10 6 
72 12 s 5E 39.77 111.41 2 3 
73 12 s 7E 39.77 111. 18 2 
74 12 s BE 39.77 111. 03 20 8 
75 12 s 10 E 39.77 110.79 36 9 
76 12 s 11E 39.77 110. 70 36 9 
77 1 2 s 3 E 39.77 111. 63 6 6 
78 13 s 3E 39.68 111. 63 1 2 
79 14 s 5E 39 . 60 111.41 11 7 
80 15 s 4E 39.51 111. 50 2 
~ 1 1;, s 5 E 39.51 11. 41 3 4 
82 17 s 7W 39.32 112. 65 2 3 
~3 17 s 6W 39.32 11 2 . 54 2 ., 
" ~4 17 s 3 E 39.33 111. 63 2 3 
85 17 s 7E 39.33 111. 14 2 3 
8G 21 s 4W 38.99 112.33 2 3 
87 21 s 5W 38.99 112 . 44 2 3 
8~ 23 s 7W 38.80 112. 65 10 r; 
89 24 s 3W 38.71 112.15 2 3 
90 2~ s 10 w :!8. :J7 112. 9H 1 2 
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Table 46. (C ontinued) 
Entry Latitude Longitude Number of Symbol b 
Number Township Range (degrees) (degrees) Secti ons Number 
91 28 s 10 E 38.37 llO. 82 2 3 
92 29 s 5 W 38 . 28 ll 2. 41 2 
93 29 s 6W 38.28 ll 2 . 57 2 
94 29 s 7W 38.28 112. 65 2 
95 29 s 8 W 38.28 112.76 
96 30 s 5 W 38 .1 9 112.41 2 
97 31 s 20 w 38 .1 0 114 . 05 2 3 
98 32 s 8 W 38.01 112.75 
99 32 s 14 w 38 .01 113 . 44 3 4 
100 3 2 s 4E 38.01 111.47 2 
101 33 s 5W 37 . 93 11 2.43 2 
102 33 s 14 w 37.93 113.44 2 
103 33 s 16 w 37.93 113 . 65 2 
104 33 s 5E 37.93 111. 37 2 
105 34 s 9W 37.83 112. 87 1 2 
106 34 s 11W 37.83 113 . 09 4 5 
107 34 s 16 w 37.83 113 . 65 3 
108 34 s 17 lN 37.83 113.7 5 3 4 
109 35 s 9W 37.75 112. 87 5 6 
110 35 s llW 37.75 113. 09 10 6 
111 35 s 12 w 37.7 5 113. 20 4 
11 2 35 s 17 w 37 . 75 113.75 4 5 
113 35 s 18 w 37 .75 113.86 3 4 
114 35 s 7W 37.75 11 2. G4 10 r; 
ll5 35 s 16 w 37.75 11 3 . 65 2 3 
116 35 s 10 w 37.75 11 2.99 2 
117 35 s 5W 37.75 112.43 r; 6 
118 35 s 15 w 37.75 11 3 . 55 2 
119 36 s 5W 37.65 112.43 2 
120 3G S 6W 37. fi5 112. 5~ 2 
121 36 s 8 W 37 . r;5 11 2. 77 3 4 
122 36 s 9W 37.05 112. 87 6 r; 
123 36 s 10 w :J7. 65 112 . 99 2 
124 36 s 11W 37.65 11 3 . 09 2 
125 36 s 12 w 37 .fi5 113 . 20 2 3 
126 36 s 14 w 37.(;5 11 3 . 44 1 2 
127 36 s 16 w 37.65 113 . 65 3 4 
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Table 46. (Continued) 
Entry Latitude Longitude Number of S\·mbol 
Number Township Range (degrees) (degrees) Sections Numbe r b 
128 37 s 6W 37.56 112. 55 2 
129 37 s 7W 37.56 112. 64 4 5 
130 37 s 12 w 37.56 113. 20 2 
131 37 s 16 w 37 .56 113.65 1 2 
132 3B S 5W 37.48 112 . 43 4 5 
133 3B S GW 37.48 112. 55 4 G 
134 3!; s 7W 37.48 112. G4 ] 3 7 
135 38 s 8W 37 .48 112.7 5 2 :l 
136 38 s 9W :l7. 48 112 . !;4 5 G 
137 38 s 10 w 37.48 11 2.94 2 
138 38 s 16 w 37.48 113. 65 2 3 
139 39 s 8W 37.40 112. 7 5 12 
140 39 s 9W 37 .40 112.84 3 4 
141 39 s llW 37.39 113.09 3 -± 
142 39 s 15 w 37.39 113. 55 I 2 
143 39 s 16 w 37.39 113. 65 5 (j 
144 40 s 9W 37.31 112. 84 2 
145 41 s 9W 37.24 112.84 2 
146 41 s 13 w 37.22 11 3. 29 2 
147 41 s 14 w 37.22 113.44 2 
148 42 s 1W 37.1G 1ll . 90 2 
149 4 2 s 13 w 37. 12 113 . 29 2 ~ 
150 4 2 s 14 w 37.12 11 3 .44 ~ 4 
151 42 s 15 w 37.12 113. 55 2 
152 42 s lfiW 37.12 113. 65 ~ 4 
153 43 s fiW 37.16 112. 55 5 6 
154 43 s 15 w :J?. 04 113. 51 3 4 
155 43 s lG W 37.04 113. (i5 (j 
156 1:1 s 1 E 37.0G 11].. 80 2 ., 
" 157 :n s 14 w 37.56 11 :l. 44 I 2 
aSalt Lake Meridian, unless designated otherwise. 
bSymbol number which s hows under category on computer printout. 
cUintah Meridian. 
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Figure 48. Map I - Locations of townships with recreation development. 
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Figure 49. Map II - Locations of townships with recreational development with 
non-federal lands shown with. 
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Figure 50. Map III - Composite of transportation, water suppl y, agriculture, 
and public lands - with weighting of maps. 
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